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PREFACE .. S : -

.A»'

Trh’e resu. > of this evaluation prove that children having trouble in schols can be helped. Title |- programs in Oregon
_~are. making a difference. Reading gains, most conservatively reported, record one month gain per month
/" instruction. - : : :

e " But that is not good enough. It does not make up for the accumulated failures Tt
v one or.two years.below grade level as found in' children-eligible for Title | services. We must try to do better. And’
P this_irhprovement will require the combined efforts of local funds and federal funds, dedicated teachers, parents,
7 - school administrators, students and each-school’s community, i :

o "
02

B : . [ . ! ! - ’ &X\‘ ‘)2 - o
" The Results and Conclusions section of this report discuss positive and negative aspects r by the Title |
evaluation data. It recommends action in many areas at both the state and local levels. It should grovide the basis for

cotrective actions. T : .

*

Many people throughout Oregon are responsible for the anaual Title | evaluation. Their cooperatién and assistance is
- invaluable. However, special recognition is due this year tp the state Title |-Evaluation Committee which has been ™
working since June 1975 .to improve the quality of data gathering and analysis. Good evaluation can léad to better

.decisions. ‘And better decisions can lead to programs which proyide more help to all students participating\in Title I.

{ LN 4 ' . . . / ‘/

O _ . B Mary Hall ‘ ‘
o . . - Associate Superintendent

' ' Specia! Program Assistancé’
. : S . . Division *
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FVALUATOR'S NOTE
) /
,, : . : .
S ’ 4‘- ’ »
It must be recognized that an evaluation is compiled from a reporting by distsicts of .
.. 'what happened’’ in the Tjge | project during the year. In some instances ‘‘what
L happéned” is not conststent -with Title 1 regulations and policies. When these .
F inconsisténcies are noted, the state Title | office moves to. correct the situation in the .
. . N fs P
, most effective ways possible. > . .
e This is a true @nd admirable use of the evaluation process and is recommended to be . - .
implemented at the district level as wejl as the state level. : . N
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BASIC INEORMATION” ©
N\ ) e
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A. School District Partnclpanon i Tltle i, Elementﬁw
and Secondary Edacatlon Act (ESEA)

o
K

“r

Lt

e~
/

~

:An. 1974-75, 278 of the 1339 school districts in
Oregon took partin Title |, ESEA funded efforts to
provide a concentration of resources for educaticnally
disadvantaged students, About ohe- 5|xth of the partici-
- pating districts (45. out of 278) pooled theit.dlocations
to form 11 cooperative prolects (See Chart 1.)

The €Y 75 or 1974-75 school year was a landmark
year in the history of Title I,.ESEA. The original Public
Law 89-10, which included Title | and its amendments,
was recon\sidered by the congress. The original intent
of the Iaw supplemented by 9-years of performance
(data led ‘to Public Law 93-380 which in essence
 extended Title | for two years with some changes:

Amendments to Public Law 93-380 provided for

1. Participating School Dijstricts.

- .

’

and/or initiated a number of national Title | studies ’

reconsideration by the 7 and future Congressional
discussions of ,Title |, ESEAY
.In Oregon FY ¥5 Title | was affected by'the
changed Title I distribution formula. For the first time
" the Title | allocation to™Oregon LEA‘s-rose to 13.7
“ million dollars, 4.3 million™ dolars above the FY 74
.1.8 million

funding level of 9.4 'million.

ia addition to -LEA allocations, \f;
allocated to state agencies for handlcapped neglected
"and delinquent children and 1.9 million dollars was
allocated for Title | Migrant children’programs making
& grand total of $17,539,680 for-assistance to Title |
children in the State of Oregong

and evaluations to coII%n\ndepth data on Title ! “for
7

r

FY 73

$ 8,321,321
824,758
174,506

$ 9,420,585

FY 74

. $ 851,140
652,371
112,591

$ 9,416,102

FY 75

$13,065,339
389,098
333,883

$13,788,320

LEA's
A
B

,.<\ ’

C I

Sub-total

"s 1,316,495
299,126

77.624
$ 1,693,245

STATE AGENCIES
Handicapped $
.N&D
Correcnons
Sub-totals

*

$ 1,163,858
241,673

70,827
$ 1,476,358

,392,165
376,014

-
L

77,624
$ 1945803

- $15,634,123  $11,109,347 "$10,896,943

. TOTAL
. M —
Per Child Allocations LEA's

1975 $200 ®
1974 $181
1973 7156_

P
’

Formula and funding level -changes were, in part,
l{Isponslble for the increased allocation. One change in

[y

Q -

ERIC
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}der $30,000 -

e formula contributing to the increased funding in .-

Oregon was inclusion of,the Orshansky or “Poor’
Index, in place of the préviéusly used census count of
children from families earning $2000 per year-or less. *
Use of the Orshansky Index increased the federaf.
census’ count of Oregon children from 19,583 to
53,853 “‘poor children.” The funding level change
refers to the level of fundlng set by Congress. The per
child funding level has increased each year. .

%N onparticipating School D istricts.

Sixty-one Oregon school districts did not participate

in Title | projects during 1974-75: 9 had‘go Title |

. »allocation; 50 did not apply for their allocations; and 2
did not complete negot|at|ons for an approved prOject 4
(See Chart 1.)~ k .

The 9 districts with no Title | location * were
located in areas wheré there age no “fo\zuula children.”
This formula determines maximum basic grants to lotal
sch@l districts under Title 1, ESEA for a given fiscal
year; ™t is based on the number of children in low
income families that reside in each district, determined

by: {1) the number of children in institutions for the .

neglected an& delinquent; (2) the number of children
*in foster homes; (3) the federal census flgures com-
puted on the Orshansky Index—a slidin cale based on
a family of four earning $4,250, year. Children in
somewhat higher income famjles are courited in
relation to the number of childrgn in their families; and
(4) the number of children in famities receiving $2,000
.+ of more each year from Aid fo Families w1th Depen-'
dent Children (AFDC).
mln FY 73 nearly half ,of th dlStrlCtS that dld not
make use of their Title | funds were allocated less than
$500. In FY 74 and 75 nearly half. of the nonpartncu-
pating districts were allocated from "$2,000 to over
$5,000, and in some instances up|to $30,000. Also, the.
number of nonparticipating districts has increased
steadlly from 11%. of the 331 eligible districts to 18%
of the 330 ellglble districts in FY|{ 75—a 7% increase in
nonparticipating districts *in thrge years. Nonparti-
cipating districts are found in each of the geographical -
samplingstrata; however, 58 of the 61 districts have

. less than 499 average daily student membegyship in their
districts. Data on the size off allocation for these
Eligible,* but nonpartlc1patmg istricts are presented
below. . 3

Number of/ Number of Number of
— Districts Districts Districts |
Size of Allocation FY 75 FY 747 . FY 73 .
~ Less than $500 4 5 17
. $500 — $999 8 1 6 -
$1000 — $1999 7 11 7
$2000 — $4999 19 | 15 6 .
$5000 — $10,000 '8 17 -6
$10,000 — $29 999 6 - ..
1 . .-

Total eligibte, but non-
participating, districts:

§

61
ercent of non- -
articipating dlstrlctsA%




B. Types of Title | Projects i Oreéon
During 1974-75, there were 349 T_%tle | projects in

« _Oregon, ‘located” in 278
- districts, These proiect)s are classified as follows:

Title E'FSEA Projects in Oregdn by Type

f Oregon‘’s 339 school:

g .
‘report,
regular and summer term projacts in school districts.’

-
.

and/br,rsimilarity of educational needs prompt districts

- to organize cooperative efforts.
The projects at institutions for . neglected and

delinquent children are ,considered ,separately in this
because thejr *objectives differ from most

The. 28 prolects at institutions for neglected and

- N B Y ‘FY FY " FY delinquent children reflect 13 regular school year,
' o . 72. 713 714 75 projects and 15 suthmer school projects
Regular Term Projects , 262 241 226 223 The Portland school district is consn&ered separately
Summer Term Projects = . 132 84 88 83 in this report, because it has a large concentration of
Cooparative Projects . 13 1 funds ‘and pamcipants in a relatively small number of
Year-round Projects 4

Projects in Institutions for

. B\ Neglected and Delinquent 4 sl 22% of the Title | funds, 23% of the regular term -
g Children Funded Through \~,. o ) participation in put  schools, and 23% of the summer
Districts -~ 19 16 28 term panicipation_

TOTAL PROJECTS " - 394 344, 343 349

" Because summe'rli:,proiects tend to be differenf from
: Latd are tabUIated separately in this report.
_Eleven of the 349 Title | projects are cooperative
.. efforts involvirtlg 45 local districts (2 to 15 cooperating
. on ‘a single project).,Geography, small .allocations,
& A .

St regular school 'year'“proiects, regular and summer term’

projects. The seven Title | projects in Portland drew

C. A Description of the Report Sample.
1. Characteristics of the Sample.

Data for this report was compiled arid tabulated
from a stratified random sampling of the project data

completed by district project personnel and returned

CHART 1

.Z&

- P(rtwnpatlon of Oregon School Dlstrlcts

_in'Title |, ESEA, FY 1973, FY 1974 and FY 1975

%Par_ticipating School Districts

P »
. ”

Districts with one ¢r more projects

. Districts participating in cooperative projects”

Nonpartici pating School Districts

: : ‘Districts with no altom , L,
o , »

Districts that made no application

Districts with uncompleted applications

FY 1973 FY 1974

el

- K{
TOTAL OREGON SCHOOL DISTRICTS

s
*FY 1973-57 districts formed: 15 cooperative pro;gts

~¢FY 1974-50 districts for _cooperative proj
FY 197%45 dustrlcts for W1 cooperative pro‘jects;

[Aruiroe poviisa oy mc : : . . .
. . . . .
N ¥
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selected from 12 stratified categones for Title |
. projects. These categories ape defined by two character-
istics: (1) the 'student population within each district;

and - (2) the geographic location of the district. The_

sample has been st(atlfled in order to: facilitate
analysis of the data; note the trends relating to district
~"size and location; and ppovide for a fair representation.
of districts in the sample.
Student population figures are based the esti-
mated’ resident average daily membershap ﬁDMr) f?r
each district. The AD&r figures are stratlfled mto four

categories™ (1) 1 to 499 ADMr; (2) 500 to 999 ADMr‘ :

(3) 1000 to 2999 ADM:r; and (4) 3000 and over ADMr.
Geographic |pcat|ons are. stratified int@™the four
catéories freqt{ently used 'in Oregon
‘(1) Eastern Drego(n

~ politan-areas; and {4] Portland. The division .between
*. Eastern and Western Oregon ‘is the Cascade Mountain

~ 'Range. The metropoHtan strata include school districts”

in Multnodmah, Washington,and Clackamas counties.
/The Portland straturn allows for -the separation of the
state’s largest school district (117 schools, 57,546
v ADMr) from the rest of the.‘?n sam pte. (See Chart
2)

SN School districts pamc:patlng in Tltla.l are catego-

rized according to sample stratlfICatlon in Chart 4,

. which¥also shows the distribution of Summer and

'regular term projects. The 28 Title | project’ tn

"institutions for neglected and delinquent chlldren are
also represented.in Chart 4.

A sample of 33 1/3% of the 223 regular term

. projects was selected from each of the stratified
. categories‘in Chart 4 (éxcluding Portland}. A sample of

50% of the 83 summer term projects was selected from

to the Oregon Department of Educatlon oThe sample is

statistics_
(2) Western , Oregon (3) metrcp

’ 2. Analysis of the Sample.

The. strat|f|ed sample m this report provndes a

) proportlonate representatlon of Title | districts accord-
ing to size and location. The schoo digtricts in the
sample enroll 147 305 students or 32.3% of the total

. ADMr in Oregon, of which-an .estimated -33,088 are
student pamCngnts in Title | projects.

The Western strata have the largest number of Tltle

I projects and partncnpé’tmg school districts. Th
. includes' mahy small suburban and rural schaol dlStrlCtS
in the Willamette Valley and on the Oregon coast, as

Sprmgfleld Salem, and Corvallis.
The Eastern strata répresent the largest geographlc

proportlon of small school districts’ (79% with ADMr
less than. .1000).

The metropolitan strata reercts the proximity of
Portland to the three metropolitan counties- in the
proportion of large districts.it contains (28% ADMr

. over 3000). However, the size of these counties and the

ne{a}ure of their geography are such that an equal
niimber of small school districts (ADMr under 500) is
reprgéented in the metrop(_)lltan strata. .

J .
- 3. Limitations of the Sample.

/

k4 The mn limitation of the report sample is that the
.'sample size severely limits tabulations of sufficient data
from subsamples within it. Subsamples affected by this
limitation_are: (1) achievement data; (2) nonpublic

school pgf‘tlcnpatlon, and (3) performance in’some.

.’ *academic or skill areas.

each , stratified category in Chart 4 (excludmg\_ D. A Survey of Informatlon Contained in This Report.

Portland). -

The 33 1/3% and 50% sample sizes were selected,
because they guarantee at least 30 projects in each
term’s -sample, a number which could be used as a valid
statistical sample if desired. A larger percentage was
also.used for summerx projects, because they are smatler
in number and reflect more educational diversity than
regular term projects.

fn order to avoid distortion of ti.- report sample,
data from the relatively large Portland school district is
presented separately in this report and represents 100%
of. their Title | projects. Data from the 28 projects in
institutions fof neglected and delinguent children is
.also separated and reported in total. :

1. Sources of Information.

Title | evaluation reports from school districts and
records of the Oregon Department of Education are

. the main sources of information for this report.
Evaluation reports are requested toc be completed by

- -district personnel and returned to the State Title |
. Office within 30 days after the pro1ectferm|nates The
evaluation instrument, developed by the state office in
cooperation with local districts, collects both evalua-
‘tive and descriptive information. (See Appendix 1.)
Chart 3 shows the framework for Title + evaluation
that is buiit into application and evaluation procedures.

CHART 3 Framework For Title ltEvaluation
District Project Performance Measures: Results:
Needs Goals Objectives 1. Performance Gain
Assessment 1. Conditions 2. Standardized Scores

2. Performance
3. Expectations

tests

well -as larger districts in the urban . areas of Eugene, .

J
area in the sample, with .the Iowestpdpulatnn density..
‘Consequently, the-Eastern sample contains the largest -

-
- '
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.2. Types of Information. ’

“The ma]or categorles of information in this report
are: TT) _the’ relatronshlp of Title | projects to educa-
tional prnorrtres of the State Board of Education;
(2) attamment of student performance objectives;
(3) gains in student achievement (including the rela-
tionship of _achievement to student potential);
{4)_statistics on student participation, project person-
nel and community. involvement; (5) basic federal
funding and district éxpenditure data; and (6) geo-
graphic comparison of partrcnpag)n instructis)nal
areas, support servjces, etc. -

Most n'/aluatf\/e and descriptive information in this
report nas oeen quantified, tabulated and presented in
the form of graphs. A statistical analysis of the data has
not been done. Data from regular and summer term
projects are compiled separately and piotted on the
same graph to allow for comparisons. -

Further explanation of the five information cate-
gories and theit Iim'itations appear below.

3. Relaﬂonshnp of Title | Bmlects to State Educa-
" tional Priorities.

For the‘third consecutive year, Title | data is
analyzed in telation to instructional priorities of the
State Board of Education and the educational objec-
tives of the Division of Compensatory Education.*
Chart 5, "Hierarchy of Educational Objectives,” pre-
sents these priorities and objectives, as well as the
number- of Title | projects in various instructional
areas. Analysis of Title | data according to state
planning statements provides a basis for determining
whether or not education-of gie-disadvantaged in the
State of Oregon is a fragmented educational effort
localized at the district level, or an educational effort
integrated into a state-recognized plan of good educa-
tion for all children in the state.

4, Attainment of Student Performance Obijectives.

Project goals and performance objectives,} designed
to meet the assessed needs of educationally disadvan-
taged children_in the district, are written by district
personnel as they define their project. Goals outline
the general aims of the project; performance objectives
describe student accomplishments that can be
meastfed. Performance objectives include: (1) the
conditions under which the student performs; {2} the
performance required of the student to demonstrate
achievement; and (3) the expectations fo' the .«ve' of

proficiency demonstrating achievement the ¢ .2c-
tive.
Performance objectives vary consnderdr, , ough-

- out the state because they are written to meet the

assessed needs of disadvantaged students in the individ-
ual school districts. The value of data on the attain-
ment of performance objectives ‘is limited because
many of tHese objectives are poorly written and are not

a planning statement of the
Oregon Departinent ot

*See "Dignity and Worth,”
Division of Compensatory Education,
Education, 1970.

-
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sufficiently specific to provide a measure®of student
achievement. At times, on the other hand, objectives
are“so specific it |s difficuit to categorize them for
state-level réporting.
A 4
5. Gains in Student Achievement. \

Student achievement data is provided by stand-
ardized achievement and subject matter tests, and by
nonstandard measures such as case studies, teacher-
made tests and teacher observations. The standardnzed
test scores validate the district reports on the attain-
memt of district performance objectives; they also
Measure pre-project and post-project performance, and
achievernent gains {or losses) for individual studems

" Bne addmonal dimension is provnded by ‘Title"1
prﬂt teachers’ “ratings of student potential on ‘a
five-point scale: low, .low-average, average, high-
average, ang’ hlgh This information is tabulated jnto
three categories in this report (low, average, and high)
and related to the academic growth of Title | students.

.Student achievement data is the most difficult ta

by individual districts, samples from- similar tests are
too small to' justify statewide generalizations. Data on
pre- and post-testing is sometimes invalid, because
districts have used different test instruments for each
testing session, or because transient students have
midsed one -of the testing sessions. Further, the
recording of scores is not consistent; although grﬁe
level scores are requested, a variety of different ki

- of scores are reparted, making it difficult to tabulate

results. An additio problem is that some test
instruments do not réldte to performance objectives for
the project. . ’ . - /

6. Statistics on Student Pa’rtigipétion, Project Per-
sonnel and Community Involvement.

Basic statistical information in this report includes:
(1) the number of project students according to break-
downs of publice nonpublic, regular term, summer
term, subject area and support service participation,

" plus a summary recapitulation of major areas; {2) the

number and type of project personnel and in-servicq
programs; and ({3) information about local advisory
committees, dissemination of project information, and
local contributions to Title | programs. .

7. Basic Federal Funding and ‘!rict Expenditure
Data. .

Basic federal funding figures include the total
Oregon appropriation and allocations to each district,
‘based on the current distribution formula. Information
on district expenditure is obtained from state office
records and district reports of expendltures (primarily
program personne! salaries).

)

" compile. Because many different types of tests are used

s



. CHART 4, Distribution of Patipating School Disricts, T
N S According to Sample Stratification” SRR L .
A : .. (Title) ESEA, FY 1976)- “ -
Resident Average || K
Daily Membership | ' Co ' ' '
(ADMr) \ EasternOregon West_grnOregon ly Metropolitan Oregon . Portland ** \ TOTALS
A | 61Districts Particip. 64 Districts Particip. 15 Djstricts Particip. 0| 140 Districts Particip.
_ Projécts  Reg. Sum. ' Projects  Ref™Sum. | Projects  Reg. 'Susn‘. o / Projects Reg. Sum. Q&
§ 12499 [LEA . 31 1 |LEA 007 |LEA 11 , , | LEA 2 19
’ Cooperative 3 ' - Cooperative 5 1 Cooperative -+ = | Cooperative 8 2
b INgd e 11 [N&D. o |NED e { NED 11
‘d NonparIicipatingDiits.ZI Nonparticipating Dists 30 | Nonparticipating Dists. 7 /' + | Nonpatticipating Dists. 58
1. Yearround -+ I/f/ *, | Yearround --
B | 8Districts Particip 28 Districts Particip. 10 Districts Particip. // 46 Districts Particip.’
. : Projects Reg, Sum. | Projects  Reg. Sum. | Projects Reg.. Sum. i | Projects e Sum.
500-999 (LEA 6 3 LEA . 25 12 LEA ., 9 - [LEA. 415
Cooperative 1 -; | Cooperative =+ - t | Cooperative -+ . | Cooperative 1
AT T Y S T IR ' NEGD
Nonparticipating Dists. 1 Nonparticipating Dists. - - Nonparticipating Dists. -« / - | Nonpartioipating Dists. 1.
| g Yeargound 1 ; Yegyrougd .
o C .|13Districts Particip. 34 Didtrict™Narticip. .Al'GlDistricts Particip. 57 Districts Particip. .
. * |Projects  Reg. Sum. . | Projects  Red Sum. .| Projects ‘Reg. Sum.” Projects  Reg. Sum,
k -2 |LEA 13 5 |LEAY M JLEA O 3 . LEA 5 2
. |Cooperative -~ -~ | Cooperative -~ .- | Cooperative -- & Cooperative ¢+ +-
4 N&D ¢ - NgD 1 T |N&D s - - |N&D 1
. Nonparticipating Dists. - Nonparticipating Dists. 1 Npnparticipating Dists. -+ | | Nonparticipating Dists. 1
) Year-round 2 : Year-round 2
D | DistrictsParticip 115 Districts Particip, .| 14 Districts Particip. 1 District Particip. 35 Districts Particip.
Projects - Reg. Sum. - Projects  Reg. Symu’- Projects 7 Reg. Sum’ Projects  Reg. Sum. | Projects  Reg. Sum,
vl Owr3000 |LEA 5 4 LEA 17 8 LEA - 13 6 |LEA 4§ 3 |LEA ¥ 2
3 |Cooperative -+ - Coopefative -- -~ | Cooperative -+ -~ Cooperative - Cooperative & -
wan 4o inaD 6 7 |N&D 2 2 |NsD 2 3 |N&D o
| Ménparticipating Dists, 1| Nonparticipating Dists. - Nonparticipating Dists. -- Nonparticipating Dists, -- Nonparticipating Dists. 1
‘ . Yearrond 1 . Yearround 1~
*- : ;
: oo 87Dis't;i_ct5 Particip. 141 Districts Particip. 09 Distrigts Particip. | 1District Particip. 278 Disgricts Particip,
Projects  Reg. Sum. | Projects Reg. Sum, | Projects  Reg. Sum, Projects  Reg. /Sum.” | Projects  Reg. Sum, .
| LEA - 55 B LEA 126 47 | LEA B 10 |LEA 47 3 |LEA. 23 8
TOTALS . | Chperative 4 - Codperative 5 1- | Cooperative -- | Cooperative /'~ ... | Cooperative 9 2
© INgD 2 2 [N&D T 8 IN&D 2 2 NgD 23 [N&D 13 b
Nonparticipating Dists. 23 | Nonparticipating Dists. 31 | Nonparticipating Dists. 7 | Nonparticipating Dists. -- Nonparticipating Dists. 61
LN ol Yearround 4 - - { Yarround 4 |

*The number of projects'.ir; a cell is often greater than the number of districtsin the cell becsuse some districts had more than one project. c

Q o o .
1 ‘E MC *+The Portland school district is reported separately in this report; data represents 100% of their Title | projects. Consequently, the *
Ui Portland stratum was excluded when the sample was drawn, x

N , ‘
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1CH RT 5 HIERARCHY OF EDUCATIONAL OBJECTIVES IN OHE‘GON TITLE l PROJECTS :
’ Purpose of Title |, ESEA , ] '
. ' N ,q , N ,‘..! OJ . .
~Hn recogmtuon of the dpecial educaglonal need; of chlldren of low-income fa ‘and the |mpactthatconcentrat|ors of low- mcome"
families have on the abillty of local éducational agencies to support 'adequate edufBtional programs, the Congress hereby declares it g bé
-~ the policy of the Unitect States to providefinancial assistance Tas set forth in Tltlé 1. to local educatlonal agencies s{rvmg areas with
conentrations of childran from low: ﬁcome families to expand and improve their educational programs by varlous means which
. 'cqntnbute narticularly to n{\eetmg the special educational needs of educatianally depr.wed children,” | .
I - ' '
J ’ b . . '
‘ \\ L The State Board of Education v
' \ S Priorities Relevant to Title | Projects .
. . o . ‘ , g .
pae— - rT I - v ! T ] ; 1 '
Imprbve‘Early" . Increase ExpandOpportumtues - Emphasize The Improve - Cnntinuefo ~ Improve the I nstructional
Childhood ' Opportunities For Learners With Fourth “R"  § b Heath Expand -pnd Management Practices
And Primary ForThe .| - UnlqueoEducatlonall Responsibility Education Career o . | * of Oregon Schools
"~ Education Development of | Netds .~ oy Huatn | T
L ReadingSkills | \ 0 ' s
o, B Syperinrendent o ™ By
‘ ‘ o , Public I nstrugtion - o
T AsiociateSupeinfendnt : ! o
Yt ‘ Y , ‘ o /
. S ‘ ' S Director ‘ R B
s Lo ' Compensatorv Educatlon ' S T~

ﬁ \ ) Educational Objective ‘sofCompensatoryEducatuonSectlon’ |

t , (Tltlel&TltlelMlgrantESEAandTnIeIVCWII Rights At \j :

. ':l';u"-f IV 1 / T ! * ‘ \“l ‘ \ \‘s e

Preschook o Inoresse Contmunty C 'l\fnprm/ed ' Reduced : Improved o Program
~ Education Reading Of Skill -~ - ‘ Curriculuy~ Dropout SchooICommumty Management
Proficiency * Development &Ipstruction Rates - Relations And AndStff

L ' Do | v CoordlnatuonOf Training.

o ' ' ‘ . ' . ' ‘ Services
R LogalSchool'QiAst'ri‘ctTitl‘elProiects‘ ‘ A
. ‘ ~ ServingState Board and Division -~ - w;/
o ) Objectives Based on a-Local Needs Assessment .

s ) ) > [N ' | ; -'

I T T T 7 1 . | LA 1
Preschool  Kindergarten " BasicSkills * Math " Language Arts * Science - Readmg Coltwral o Behavior ~* Career / ~ Healthy
(12 projects) (51 pro]ectsl (25p40|ects) (91 projects] & Reading (4 projects (262 projects)  Envichment (36 projects) Education/ Mind And Body

, (69 prolectsl . T o (13 projects) (16 projects) (67 projects)
. e . ’ . ' . ‘ '
b ' " Local Needs Assesment
[ . ' ’ .
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#¥Criteria for Title | program planning, project
pproval, technical assistance, and fdy measuring pro-
gress of Title | programs are derlved frdm the following
. , sources: . - {‘)
* ) _ . LN | v
L 1, Title |, ESEA law, regulations and guide'lines ( .
2. Instructional pr|or|t1es of the State Board of
-Education.
3. LEA assessment of the educational needs of
- _ educatlonally disadvantaged students. :
4. Educational gog)s of the Division of Compensa-
Tt tory Educatlon - .

T r

= " - Awareness and acceptance of these glidelines pro-
" _moteé the concept that edication for educationally
dlsadv’antaged students in Oregon is not a fragmented
Jocal district effort, but is integrated into a state-
recognized plan .of good education-for alls Oregon
students L~ . .

» -
[

A. The Relationship of El'ltlel ESEA Projects to State
ucational Pnontaes ;
con The- purpose of Title I,

to expand and
. improve...educational programs

ESEA, ”
by various

needs of educatlonally depriy ildren,
ported “by “many priorities of’\the State Board of

Educatlon Al Title | projects relate directly to the
'SBE priofity ‘to "expand opportunities for learners

‘with unique eddcational needs.”” Other SBE prlorltles _

and - aligned - Compensatory Education. ob|ect|ves are

v Tltlel projects and components. .
‘ 'SBE and- Division of Compensatory Educatlon

priorities are not always comparabie. For example, one -

SBE priority f'’emphasized the #6urth ‘R’, responsi-

v bility”) s

Title | projects.

Prior to FY 1975, preschoJI and klndergarten were
categOrize¢ together -under -?%the
“preschool.” The data for the F
separated these programs. There were 12 preschool and
51 kindergarten projects operated in FY 1975 under
Title | funding. For comparative purposes, this would
be 63 ““preschool” programs for 1975 as compared to
62 Title | preschool projects in FY 1974, more than
the 44 in FY 1972 and 29 in FY 1973. These pfojects

. provide a substantial thrust in "impraving early child-
" hood and primary education” for disadvantaged
students. o .

TRe main thrust of Title | in Oregon may be

inu}%reted as improvement of primary education since

""Cuideline_s f.dr Title 1, ESE\A,‘" Oregon Board of Education,
&, 1974,p1.. " # ’

ERIC . . . ‘

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

means

which contr|bute to meetung cial .educational .
“* 'is sup--

'Educatvon (SBE) and the Division of Compensatory
presented in Chart 6, with a count of cor‘respondlng'

ot a specific Compensatory Education”
. _pbjective, ajthough it is an underlylpg concept in many

classlflcatlon .
1975 evaluation

19

5 I.
48% of students_enrolled are in kindergarten and the, -
primary grades. Instructional emphasis at this level

. appears to be on increasing reading proficiency and
continuity of basic skill development.

Reading, with emphasis in 252 projects or comgo:
nents of projects, continues to be a major educational -
thrust for Title | pro|ects Sixty-nine of these prggcts
integrated reading skills into a Ianguage arts program.

Tabulated for the first tlme in 1975, the category
"Healthy Mind and ‘Body” Teflected® 69 ‘projects that %
wrote performance objectives classified under 'this
.heading. Preddminantly .in support of basic skill
instructional areas, these projects recognized the inter-
relationship of academic skills with psychomotor,-
health, and other skills. N S

= Still fewer prOJECtS-ldé%ﬁﬁed their programs as a
. basic skills project, 25 in FY 1975, 17 in FY 1974
compared with 95 in FY 1973. However, uéfng_a.basi
skills definition of reading, language arts and.math
matics, the,skills were.taught but under more specific
\’neadlngs P%)r instance, math projects numbered 91 in  «
1975 and 56 in 1974 contrasting with 5 in 1973. :

Although 44% of the students enrolled inh Title 1
projects were primary and kindergdrten children, 93
projetts served high school students Grades 9-12, while
188 projects served Grades 7-9, junior high students,

- Igilicators. of improved instructional and mana

- ment practices are the number of projects reporting ° £

““new or improved. instructional methods and Thanage- .
ment ‘practrces and new hiring or improved ut|||zat|on
of personnel Many of "the indicators reported “are
nationally recognized as supportive to educationally.
disadvantaged students and have been tabulated in i
Oregon Title | projects since FY 1973 (See Chart 6.) ~ _ .
Staff training relates to improved instruction and ima -
strong component of Title 1, with 174 projects
conducting in-service sessions. Alt Title | projects
em_plf)ying aides are required to plan imservice. - . ¢

The small number of Title | jects that reflect the

SBE priority to expand career edUCation {related to the
Compensatory Education objective to improve curricu-
fum) showed a slight increase from 1972 to 1973 and,
again from 1973 to 1974 and decreased in 1975,
Parent councils are requiréd for all Tltle | projects;
they. apply to both the SBE ~management-related
priority to close the commljnication ‘gap jand- the
Compensatory Education" ‘objective to ;mprove schooI-
community relations.

LN

B. Attainment.of Student Performance Object\ves. .
Title |. instructional programs are evaluated by
relating student achievement data (frimarily gain.
scores) to student gerformance objectives written in’
“the project applicglions. These objectives are written

!
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 Management-Related Priga
. Close the communicatiof gap.

" management practices,

“ ~ o
‘ . A Yo ' o g /
. v CHARTS. Progiess of it Projects mMéetmg ' | _ N
! J Instructional Prioites o the State Board of Education and ' '
\ Educational Oblectwes of the Division of Compensatory Education ?

, STATE BOARD OF EDUCAJIOI@VISIONOF . AREOBJECTIVESBEINGACHIEVED? ' ST
Instruction-Related OMPENSATORY EDUCATION Indicator: TltIeIPrOJectsgpd Projest Componen *»3
Priorities' Educational Objectives ,, FY 1972 FY192\;\‘Y 1974 FY1975 '
Iv'n‘1pfoveea'rly childhood and Preschool education, S ) 44 bGZ . 6v ! e

\ primary education. ' ot . '

Provide for continuity of skill .~ Project components: § R \' ~
development. - ~Language Arts SV 73 m., 49
‘ \ Methematicy o5 8.9 .
% -Scence R . \
o -BasicSkills o 5 e 17 5
4 E
1 ) — \
Increase opportunities for the {ncrease/Teading proficiency.  Reading projects: 1 e 180 252 o
the development of reading skills ' Reading projects o « s
- \ (Lanhuage Arts Components) 66 )

¢ Expand opportunities for learners  DIVISION OF -_ - Theentire division - o
with g educatonel needs, . CONPENSATORY EDUCATION . foussonthee .. f
' ‘ - Reduce dropouts. o : |L
. . - C L )
* Emphasize the Fourth "R,” S ‘ .
Responshilfy\, b T

|mprove health ydcation. " ¥

Continue to expand caregz~ £
education.. . T )

" | mprove school-community relations
* and coordination of services,

I mprove Instructional

0N

1, Improve curriculum and
" instruction.
[}
4
. N
2 Improve program h\anag!ﬁﬁent
and staff training,

‘\?.
Ve o DRI
; - Parent Cougghs required \
v forallTiflel projects
Project components: T o \ g
~Teacher Aides L 152 g8 . 197\
~Individualized mstructlon I 176 261 .. 4
*~Volunteers 3. . ., 134
~Tutoring °_ B X 1k 3
‘149 183 - 14

In-service sessions: v
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ercent of Students Achieving High, Average, and Low Success

9 o  GHART 7
Levels on District Perforinance Objectives

s
1

Regular Term .. . - ,
~ FY 1975 ' | FY 1974

Objectivé%rea Him Average. Low " N I-'_ligh . Average.- Low N

Reading 68.0% 10.0% 22.0@0 26,007 + 57.0%  18.0% 25.0% 15456
Language Arts 65.0% °~ 14.0% 20.0% - 1,674 |-29.0% 51.0% 20.0% 357
Mathematics 62.0% 100% 28.0% 2,770~ 50.0% 17.0% 33.0% . 2,024 .
Physical . . ’ . o, -
Health . 71.0% ~..21.0% - 8.0% 1,232 | 68.0% ~719.0% 13.0% 114
Mental .o e . - N
~ Health '66.0% 8.0% -26.0% 5,647 | 53.0% 14.0%  33.0% - 282
Attitudes 71.0% - 5.0%  24.0% 3,972 | 67.5% 18.5% 14.0%" 3,204
‘Behavioral o b ' ' ‘ '

Change . 62.0% 12.0% - .26:0% .'1,0_25 Naone reported irr-SampIe ‘
‘Cultural | * o S - C o

‘Enrichment | 830% 12.0%  50% . 253.81.0% 80% T11.0% 1,330
. Basic Skills -67.0% .11.0% - 22.0% 7,176 | 67.0% 18.0%  15.0% 1,690

Career Prep 100% 60:0%° 300% 273 | =/ -

’ ro Fy1973 = FY 1972
v . . Objective Area | High g/Average Low N High ~ Average - Low N
. . J - s

Reading 54.9% 23.9% 21.2% 22,221 | 60.3% - 16.0% . 23.7% - 21,318
Language Arts 49.8% 28.3% 21.9% 2,832 | 48.7%  25.6%- '256.7% 12,157 .
Mathematics ~ 36.4% 28.1%  35.5% 579 | 68.0% 20.7%° 11.3% . 1,483
Physical , | : : e :
. Health | 68.3% 18.4% 13.3% . 2,290 | 47.0% 44.5% 8.5% 1,241
Mental ] . :

Health 50.9% 289% 20.2% 3932 | 45.0% 11.0% 44.0% 322
Attitudes | 476%  20.4% 32.0% 1,758 | 59.5% 19.5% 21.0%
Behavioral ' -

Change | 656.4% ° - 34.6% 274 | 48.0% 19.5% 325%
Cultural: . o : ' '
"Enrichment 67.6% 25.4% 7.0% 374 | 41.0% 265% 325%- 991
Basic Skills 45.2% 30.1% 247% - 1,480 | L o .

Chart 7 presents a tabulation of student achievement for the three majof pei'ﬁ)rmahce objectives reported by each

" Title | project'dn the sample (exclusive of .rtland), comparing achievement in FY 1972, 1973, 1974, and 1975.
“N*’ refers to-the number of students inv Jed in reaching the performance objectives and is not an unduplicated
count since many children are count in more than one performance area. High, average, and low refer to student

success levels on objectives.

999 -




- -, ‘CHART 8

Percent of Students Achieving High, Average, ‘and‘Low Success
Levels on District Performance Objectives

, Summer Term , :
- FY 1975 : © 0 FX 1974

‘Objective Area 1 Hi ~ Average Low N “High_ }@i’ge" Low 5 N
bl : _ i

Reading 26.0% 21.0% 4,4%?%/ 13.0% . 21.0% . 4,146
Language Arts . ,20% 140% - 36 1.0%  12.0% 17.0% =~ 546
;Mathema‘(‘ﬂ:s 19.0% 26.0% 1,780 | 45.0% '30.0%/ 25.0% 1,326
Physical ' B L - ]
Health - . - 0 | None reported in'Sample
Mental 3 , v ' o

- Health -1 83.0% 9.0%  8.0% 452 | None reported in Sample
Attitudes | 58.0% 22.0%  20.0% 180 | 78.0% 7.0% 15.0%
Behavioral . - ) ' '
Change - - 970% - = 3.0% 204 | None reported in Sample
Cultural ~ . o _ t o . S :

Enrichment - | 82.0% . 100% . 80% 468 | 89.0% 50%  6.0%

Basic Skills 56.0% - 20.0% 240% 1,348 | 66.0% 16.0% 18.8%
Career Prep 670% < -  33.0% A
| ' FY 1973 . COFY1972

s

Objective Area " High ' Average 'Lo'w | High 'A;Ie'ragq : Low

?

‘Reading A;'.f'-":."f' 68.4% = 140% - 564% ° 85% . 26.1% 4,563
Language Arts. | 62.4%  12.0% . 55.6% 21.6% 22.8% 1,690
Mathematics - [-800% . - 59.3%. 21.3% 19.4% 1,321
Physical : ' ‘ . _ B . . ‘
- Health 742% .. 14.7% : ' 65.5% 205% - 378
Mental S ' : - ‘
Health 52.1% 8.1% ‘ S ) e
Attitudes - 929% 74% - 742% ~10.6% 15.2% 784
Behavioral - /- N S % :
.Change 86.2%  9.2% - 1
‘Cultural ‘ ' A s
Enrichment’ 26.5% 16.0% .1,141

BasicSkills | 780%  17.1%  49% 216 R

Chart 8 presents a tabulation of student achievement for the three major performance objectives reported by each
Title | project in the sample {exclusive of Portland), comparing achievement:ig:FY 1972, 1973, 1974, and 1975.
“N** refers to the number of students involved in reaching the performance objectives and is-not an unduplicated
count since many children are counted. in_more than one performance®rea. - High, averge, and low ref’f to
student success levels on objectives. : A

o~ B . - A
~—— . ] -
CHART 9 Areas of.Concern Regarding Performance Objectives 4
R )
. ' : . B : - ’ - C
Distrigt Needs Project Performance ' Prodram > Student
<, Ass¢ssment - \ Goals Obijectives Planning Selection
(& . 12.
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b.z‘-district personnel following an assessment of the

district’s educationally disadvantaged students and the

selection of project participants. In the final project
evaluation, districts report the number of childyen who
accomplished these objectives as. spec_ified success
levels: (1) high (100% success); (2) average/ (75-99%
success); and. (3) low "(less than 75%. success). The
attainment of student performance objectives for Title
| projects is presented in Chart 7, and the data’ is
|nterpreted as follows . N

1. leflCU'tleS in' Establishing’ Con5|stent Data’ on
,”fformance Objectives.

Prevuous ‘editions of the Oregoh Title | Annual
Evaluation Report (FY ‘74, '78, '72) have cited the

difficulties in reportlng data on performance objectives
as follows:

Establlshmg consnstentgevformance objectives )
that allow for statewidel'generalizations about
Title 1 projects has proved difficult- because:

{a) districts may assess’ their needs ‘4n various
ways,.and sometimes . parfoPmance objectives
stated in the project proposai - are. incongjstent
with the needs assessment; (b} the terminology
used for performance objectives may vary among ,
individual districts, making it-difficult to catego-
rize and tabulate sichilar results; and. {c} partici: .
pants are sometimes selected for reasons that are
inconsistent ‘with the assessed needs and perform-
ance objectives of the project. .

[

R
Thus, the' areas’ of chlef concern were those referred
to in Chart 9. :
- The ldentlfred :problem areas have been the subject
of study by the state Title | office and two subcommit-
tees 'of the State Title | Advisory-Committee. The Title
I Needs Assessment Subcommrttee fs now in its thikd

year of work on the needs assessment process and 4

\

*-of tha state.

: coIIect

~
A delineation of the needs assessment *process has
been the chief concern of tﬁe State Title I Needs -
Assessment Subcommlttee whith bega lts third year
of operatlon in September of 1975 posed of
school district Title § people, the commlttee produced.

‘[.a rieedg assessment handbook which they presented .at

the Spring’FY 75 Title | Workshops held in five regions

" The nbeds asRssmen andbook contains a defini-
tion of a Title .needs assessment, a chart .showing -
needs assessment as a part of the Title | project cycle,
and a selection of ingtruments which may be used to
information/ on student needs. Use of the
handbook by Ticts is a matter of choice, howéver a
néeds assessment is required by each district prior to
planning, and aﬁplymg for a’ Title | projects. The
handbook was designed as a resource to help |mple-

< ment pl'OjeCt requnrements

A survey of drstrlcts in reIat|on to their use of the
handbook (see appendlx) revealad there- is indeed more

emphasis: on the- needs assessment process, and more

now concerned with student selection as well as the .

needs assessment process. The State Title | Evaluation

- Subcommittee-is currently studying project goals.and
- performance objectives. The earlier identified problem

areas are still problem areas, but not to the extent
previously cited. Problems and progress quI be dis-
cussed in the foIIowung three paragraphs. - :

Informal discussioh with Title | personpel
across the state has revealed conflicting, and/or
diverse mterpretatnons of the '"needs assessment’’
requirement for Title } projects. Some districts
contract with educational research organizations .
for their needs assessment, often resulting in
sophisticated assessments of needs in specific skill
areas; other districts may adopt national or state,
determinations of need, whether or not they
pertain to the local district; still other districts
may determine educational needs by consulting
various sources—the judgment of teachers and

.. administrators, achievemnent, .test . scores, report
card marks, and parental observataons and judg-
ments. During 1973-74, HEW auditors ques-
tioned the needs assessments of two Oregon
districts with Title 1 reading programs, because
their achievernent test scores were lower in math’
than in reading. Srm«lar questions might be asked
in other dusmcts 4

\
attention .to ‘results of needs assessments in Title 1.

_project pIannlng ' .

. In order to analvze the attainment of student
performance objectives on a-statewide basis, the»
objectives for each district must be classified inta
activity categories. Because of inconsistency in
the stating of performance objectives among -
districts, this is a difficult task. Some districts use
overlappmg terms. in. stating objectives. For
K( example, “‘comprehension” is often a part of
each of tha district’s objectives and is partlcularly
repeated in reading projects.
. The categories 'established for performance
objectives may also vary between districts. For
instance, basic reading skills may be variously
Iabele*s communication skills, basic skills,
"langu arts, and/or reading. Many districts,
recognizing the interrelationship of the cognitive,
affective and psychomotor domains in the learn-
ing process, wrote performance objectives which .
attend to all three‘areas. Achievernent measure-
ment in the affective area poses a difficult
problem, however.

The problems of (1) clear performance ob)ectlves
and (2) establishment of reporting categories which
minimize the problems of overlapping terms and- aid
toward clear description of what happened to children
in Title | projects, have been tackled by both the State
Title | Evaluation Subcommittee and the state Title |
office. , .

The State Title | Evaluation Subcommittee, meeting
since June 1975, has come to grips with the issues and
plans .to provide statewide assnstance at the FY 76
Spring Title'l Workshops. ’ . :

The state Title 1 office concentrated efforts on
screening performance objectives as they processed FY
75 Title | project applicay'ons School district coopera-
tien and apphcatlon process screening resulted in

i rmproved clarity to the extent that for the first time

project performance objectives could be tabulated at
content levels more precise than the general reading,
arithmetic, language arts, etc., levels.

s
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“ CHART 10

/]
PERCENT OF STUDENTS IN SPECIFIC INSTRUCTIONAL

AREAS DETAILED BY DISTRICT WRITTEN PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES

-
\/ 4 . . : -\
' : %of -\ - & . %of .
N Students ' N . Students
READING - . C MENTAL HEALTH
Word Attack’ 305 - 3.6% Self Concept  « . 760 “45.0%
L Vocabulary 1,411 16.9% Coping (Problem -~ .
Comprehénsion o ' Solving, -Decision- S %
and Analysis-. - 2,113 25.3% making) ~371. 220
Rate « 107 1.2% . Communication ’ - 23 1.0%
Oral - 193 + | Maturity 98- = 6.0%
Developmental * 50 . | General 444 2®@0%
Remedial v 190 : > ————
General -3964 -, - .16 Dsstrlcts . 1696 .100.0% -
58 Districts 8,33%( ‘100.0% MATH ~
ATTlTUDEsﬁ o Qpefations I ~
— - -1 Addition, etc. 119 o 13.0%
Cooperation 29 3.0% - | Problem solving 61.% 7.0%
Parental Attitude + ; General - . 713+ 80.0%
.| towards School 103 9.0% - A = _
Attitude toward . o 14 Districts . 100.0%.
Learning 125 10.0% - . .
Attitude toward - : ) BEHAVIOR CHANGE
Sghool 781 65.0% i -
General-Positive . 155  13.0% Controlled Behavior . - “86 ° 36.0%
_ -'~, Attendance 112 47.0%
12 Districts 1,193 ° 1100.0% Géneral R .39 17.0% -
» . ‘ . /7 v -
BASIC SKILLS - /. 4Districts: 237 100.0%
' - - ) - . . ' L
Reading - 1,216 38.0% ‘ PHYSICAL HEALTH
Language Arts . 145 4.0% —
Math . 1,084.  34.0% Personal Care | 81 220%
Readiness 98 3.0% | General ’ 289,  78.0%
General 696  21.0% } — —
g - 6 Districts .+ 370 100.0% "
27 Districts < 3,239 100.0% . o .
' - CULTURAL ENRICHMENT
LANGUAGE ARTS , -
| D ‘ _ Exposdre (field trips jz
Writing (grammar) , : art, museym, geography, -
English 88 15.0% " etc.) 76 100.0%
Oral Language : ) g
Speech 149 - 25.0%. 4 Districts- 76 100.0%.
Spelling % E 120 20.0% :
General 7234  400%,  CAREER PREPARAT oN e
* 7 Districts 591  100.0% 1 District 82 100.0%
. .
-, } Y
2 5 ~

A'. '\.,.
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In someginstances the selection of ghildren to

ate in the project was not valid and

to skew the data. Children whose pretest .

. s failed, .10, indicate disadvantage in the

- subject area were included in the project anyway.

" An intensive follow-up by the State Title | Qffice
revealed that children often were selected for the
project because of some other need. These
districts have. been reminded to set performance
objectives for need; however, they cite the
difficulty in finding assessment instruments in
the .areas of actual need. For instance, several

,.readmg projects are primarily concerned with

- improving student self-concept and/or attitudes,
but project personnel felt. instruments measuring
self- concern\and attitudes were not valid. Other * -
aréas of student need assessed by .the districts :

- were’ parent response’ and/or support for the’

v .. school program -and mterpersonal ‘student skills.

§ Dqstru:tsq appeared to feel - that although their

'objectnbes are mhd the available measurement
instruments’ in these areas are not valid; often,:
they measure achievement in an academlc S?q

,rather than the assessed need . .

-

fﬁ{nterpretation of the Data, Chart 6. .

~ Performance objectives-‘for all Title | projects are
' classified by type im(Chart 7 and 8. The classification
system for performa jectives was suggested by
the newly adopted mjn m graduation requirements
and the hierarchy  of edlicational oblectl\‘es presented
in Chart 5, Further‘ iformation on categagies for
performance oblec ves ‘and components of instruc-
tional programs may be found in Appendix III (A
Taxonomy of Oregon Basic Bducation). .
Reading appears. to be the assessed educational need
of most educationally disadvantaged students in

Oregon. Improvement of readihg skills’is an aim of 262:

separate projects, involving more than 26,000 students.
Two Iangua’ge arts projects are bilingual for- Spamsh
and Russian-speaking children. .

Charts 7 an
achieving "higlf, average and-"ow success levels on
district perfofmance objectives for both regular and
summer t in FY 1975, and the three previous
years. For FY 1975, districts report that the majority
of students achieved at the high (100%) success level.
FY 1975 summer term projects reported a range of 53
to 97% of the students at the high success level. In
regular term projects, 10 to 83% of the students
attained the 100% level, a range somewhat lower than
for summer projects. Performance objectives for one

.. area, that of physical health was not represented in the

FY 1975 summer sample.

Attainment at the high success level by a ma|or|ty
of Title | students may appear to n incredibie
performance for disadvantaged stude owever, if

project. people -are really attuned to st needs and
have set realistic objectives for student gfformance, it
is quite conceivable that students will, and should,

perform at a high success level. Individual district
‘reports varied in their determinations of student
success andan many instances commented on whether

8 show the percentage .of students .

' Uof pamcular cqn?%
¥

or_not the performance objectives were realistic. Often.
these comments related to the need for séttlng more .
astute performance,objectives.

The high success level of students on performance
objectives may have“yet another explanation: That of
appropriate student ~selection." Earlier reference to°
student sselection indicated “‘children whose . pretext
scores failed to - indicate dlsadvantage ln )the subject
area were included in the project anyway.’

A randomly selected subsample, 6f 13 districts
revealed that in every distrlct at least one child with
grade level or above test scores v ag.placed in the‘T:tIe |
project. Frequently the in(‘:idehwc:z%s more than one
child_and one district-had as many 45 children in the ,
Title™d, projegtiwhose tests sQo(es placed them at grade
level oFrab IE

w

- GRADE- .
. LEVEL .
TESTS ‘ o N and ABOVE PERCENT
Gates MacGinitie Reading . o L4
Test 722 75 " 10%
Stt,'nford Reading Diagnostic ’ .
.Tast 234 10 4% o
Stanfdrd Ach-evement Test— .
Math>se: . "% -y 99 , 2 2% .
Wide Rangé Kchlevement 174 -, 4 2% 13
" Test—Math Summer . ) district
Gates MacGinities Reading v subsample
Test 190 61 32%
" Metropotitan. Achlevement ¢ .
Test ‘ s .270 23 8% 14
’ \ ' district
- —iv/“b R oo subsample)

S

Results from these subsaMpIes;pannot be general-
ized to the state as a whole: wnfﬁ'o‘dt more information
and an in-depth analysis. The’ mformatlon is presented

- here to attempt to place in perspective success levels on
performance objectives.

, 26

It is also noted here that Title I' requires student
selection eriteria,*which preferably contains more than
one criteria for selection of Title I eligible children.
Other criteria ,often include, more than one test,
teacher judgments, observat‘onal data, student and
parent requests for help, etc. These ntems were .not
available for compilation.

* Also, test data for various reasons -is not always
mdlcatnve of student classroom .performance levels,
which are largely the basis for teacher judgment,

.This data has been discussed in .somewhat greater
detail than the data warrants because it is mtegral with
compliance of Title | regulations.

The greater pércentage of student success in summer
than in regular term projects may relate to a number of
variables. During 1975, as in 1973 and. 1974, summer
term enrollment was less than one-fourth of regular

. term enrollment, providing a smaller population from
-~which to draw the sample; however,

| the stratified
random sample from which data has been drawn
should control for this. An analysis of summer, project

\
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reports and informal discussions with teachers suggest
that summer programs may be- more flexible and
diverse, - and are met ‘with greater enthusiasm by
teachers, Summer - programs appear to be lntegrated
around several needs of students; regular term pro-
grams may be more fragménted because of the confines
of class scheduling. .

A number of summer programs made use of varied
environments, scheduling classes at camp sites, relating
field trips to core topics, and -generally providing a

‘more informal atmosphere. Summer classes were gen-

erally smaller, with a lower student-teacher ratio.

Chart 10 details content areas and subheadings _
- specified in the district written performance objectives.
"For instance, cemponents of reading were identified in
the skill areas of word attack, vocabulary, comprehen-
sion - and "analysis,
nated by type of program, developmental or remedial.
The catego\ry\“general” was used when the objective
referred to general reading or was more global in its
mention of reading.

Tabulation of student achievement in the subheadt
ings was not attempted. since identification of tests
used often did not specify whether the test scores used
referred- to skill areas such as word attack, or were the
overall test scores.

The descriptors used in the chart are the ones used
most often in the district written performance objec-
tives dnd are categorized as ‘nearly as possible as
outlined in the Taxonomy of Oregon Basic Education.

(See Appendlx 111.)

C. Student Achlevement in Academic and Affectwe
Avreas. e

The success of individual students in Title ! projects
is measured by standardized instruments, achievement
tests, and subject matter tests selected by districts as
appropriate measures of student growth in relation to
student performance objectives written by district
petsonnel. In their final evaluations, districts report

" pretest, post-test, and gain scores for each student;

_ these scores validate district reports of student success
" levels on performance objectives,

Achievement data has been collected from a sub
sample of the sample, Since the entire sample had too-
diverse a collection of tests and methods of reporting
scores to make compilation feasible. Analysis of
tudent achievement data has been limited to sample
representation of the raTige ‘6F gfade " level gain-scores.
reported in the subsamﬁle ‘thes# is no attempt to draw
general conelusions or predict student scores beyond
the- subsample, There is o statistical analysis of the
data due to- the inconsistencies and fimitations cited

- earlier. Achievement ‘scores for Portland projects are

compiled separately.
The validity of .achievement scores for statewide
reporting is limited because Oregon does not have a

_able data. On the other hand; a state-adopted testing

'/ﬁ

rate, and oral, were further desig--

1y i we

program might not be 'sufficiently versatile to measure
the dlverse areas spemfled in district performance_‘
limit the use of,.

objectives. "Other. factors which
achievement data fO||OW'

1. Many tv S of tests are used 77 different
- - achieveme t tests were used for the 74 regular
" term projects in the sample, and 32 different

" tests for the 43 summer pro;ects (including
Portland). '

2. Some schools use different pre- and post bsts.

3. Some schools fail to administer an achievement

test. ' '

" 4. Test data may be reported incorrectly.

5. Testlng cycle dates often don’t comcude with the

'prolect cycle.

Achievement test gain scores for both regular and -

summer terms are represented on interquartile graphs,
Charts 11, 12, and 13. Interquartile graphs illustrate
“gain scores of the middle 50 percent of the children in

" ths subsample. This approach eliminates the extreme

" uniform testing. program which would produce compdr-

cases at either the high or low ends of the achievement

—~scale, focusing on the median rapge of scores. Scores .

for the interquartile graphs are derived from the
Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test,
Achievement Test, the Stanford Reading Diagnostic
Test, the Stanford Achievement Test for Arithmetic,
and the Wide Range Achievement Test for Arithmetic
and are compiled according to .two factors:

1, Grade levels (primary, intermedia'te, upper, and
- high).

2. Schog! estimate of student Iearmng potentual
(Iow average, or high).

Achievement Tests Used in the .
‘Regular Term Sample of FY 74 Projects,
Listed by Frequency of Use

Gates MacGinitie Reading Test
Metropolitan Readiness Test )
Stanford Reading Diagnostic Test -
Stanford Achievement Test

Informal Reading Inventory

Wide Range Achievemant Test

Botel Word Recognition

SRA Assessment Survey S
Metropolitan Achievement Test
lowa-Test of Basic Skills

Regular School-Year

The interquartile graphs (Chart 11) show that gain
scores on- the Gates-MacGinitie Reading Test ranged
from 3 months to 2.6 years. In most instances children
tended . to perform in relation to their predicted
potential; however, children in primary and upper
grades with average and high average potential reflected
the same gains in the upper quartile.

The lowest median scores plotted on the inter-
quartile graphs reflecting Gates-MacGinitie, Reading

the Metropoljtan’

Y
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Test scores indicate .9 as grade level gain scores which
can be computed using a 9 month school year as 1
month grade level gain for 1 month of instruction. The
range of median scores is .9 to 1.9 grade level. ’

. Using .9 or the lowest median to assign a level of
gain provides for a very conservative statement of
gain—grade level gain appears to bk 1 month gain per 1

‘month of instruction,

The lowest median scores on the Stanford Reading
Diagnostic test are .5 and .7 months gain. Though gain
scores range .5 to 3.0 years, using the above method of
assigning gain, students appear to gain about 1/2
month per month of instruction.

Small subsamples of math gain scores (Chart 12).
compiled in FY 1975 for the first time, range from 1.0
to 3.1 grade levels. The lowest median gain scores, 1.0

- .

-

LEA Projects—Portland Excluded
. CHART 11

, *Middle 50% of Title | students tested.

39 R

Interquartile* Ranges of Test Scores for Students Identified as .-
Having Low, Average and High Learning Potentials, Regular Term .

L ow potential

3.8

37 A = Average potential

36 H = High potential
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Interquartile* Ranges of Test Scores for Studems Identified as
Having Low, Average and High Learning Poterttials, Regular Term

*Middle 50% of Title | students tested.

L. = Low potential ‘ ' ' I

'R | A = Average potential . -
H = High potential - I, -
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to 1.1 grade levels would indicate at feast 1 month gain
. for 1 month of instruction.,
Wide Range -Achievemént Test Math scores are
represented on the interquartile graphs with .6 and .7
months grade level gain as the lowest median gain. This

fevel of gain would: again suggest a-little more than 1/2

month’s gain per month of math instruction.

Summer School ¥ ear ‘

The interquartile graph .for summer term {Chart 13)
shows smaller ranges of ‘student gain scores than the
regular term graph. Summer projects usually run from
two to eight weeks, while regular term programs run
from 18 to 36 weeks and for shorter daily instruction
periods.

Achievement gain$ in ‘Gates MacGinitie Readlng

Test scores ranged from .1 (one manth’s loss) to a.gain’

of 1.9 years. The two lowest median scores indicate .1
to .2 month’s readlng gain for primary and inter-
mediate students.while upper grade student median
scores ranged from 1.3 to 1.8 gain. The most conserva-
- . tive gain score could be viewed as 1 month gain per 1
month instruction. Hawever,
could be said to have recorded as much as a 1 year gain
per month of instruction. The" scores are not at all
consistent with the low, average, and high potential

designations. ° .
Measurement of student gain in summer projects is
difficult since measurement instruments are usually
designed to-measure a full school year and are not

considered valjd for short term projects.

-'Metropolir'én Achievement Test gain scores ranged
from~2 to 9 months. The ranges are s milar in all gr
¢ level groups with the lowest range in the pri
group. Test scores are in no instance consiste

" low, average and higher potential designations

2. Portland Achlevement Data.

Portland Public Schools has decentralized to the

extent that $t has thrée administrative districts.or aregs.

their own Title | proj

Each of the three areas write,. operate, and evaluate
and in the summer months.

Projects ‘in all three areas follow Title | guidelines

and usually focus on the basic skills of reading, math
and language arts. However, instruction, testing and
methods of analysis for evaluation vary in the three
areas, much the same way scHool, d|str|cts across the
state vary one from another.

Project evaluators in Portland Areas |, Il and 1 are
in many instances aat—temptlng to lmprbve evaluation
techniques to better measure growth of Title | children
and have developed evaluation designs which produce
data that are not easily collected into one set of scores,
etc. The data is summarized separately by area and
should be read with the following information in mind:

0 Ayea | data is reported in grade level scores with
weighted means. Data is collected and analyzed

.

upper grade students’

t during the regular school year

in accordance with thelr philosophy of. func-'_
tional level testing.

o Area Il for the third year has collected and
analyzed data pertaining to student growth and
predicted student performance. Chart 16 relates
the results of this analysis.

o THe Area Ill report compared student achijeve-
ment results on-two different testing cycles, Fall
- 1974-Spring 1975, and Spring 1974-Spring 1975.

A. Areal

._Regular School Year -

Average reading gain scores range from 5 to .9
grade equivalent years per school year of |nstructcon
possibly 1/2 to 1 month student grade level gain per 1
month instruction.

Math. éverage gain scores range from .4 to .6 grade
level gains while Language Arts gain scores range from
.6 to .7 g(ﬁﬂevel gains: both sets‘of scores indioating
less than 1 fvonth gain per month of instruction. - .

Summer School* . -

Average gain scorés in reading and math indicate the
programs met and exceeded their performance objec-
tives. Grades 9-12 recorded grade equivalent year gains
of 1.07 and 1.11in reading and m3th respectively.

‘Conclusions from’ evaluation data cited by Area |
evaluators appear to offer valuable information for
future Title | program planning: ; ,

»

Over the past three years, the Area | average
gain in reading for this age group (grades 1 and 2)
has been ¥ years. Several teachers in Title |
programs have pointed out their subjective obser-

_vations that Title | students tend not to “take
hold” of special programs before grade three. On
the basis of the consistency of the measured -
growth pattern over the 4ast three years.and
teacher observatlons it appears that the Area
should reassess its obje:tive for Title | students in
the first and second grades.

Test results: suggest that arithmetic programs
in most Title | schools (grades 3-8) need to be
reassessed and improved. The greatest proportion -

_of Title 1 resources has been. directed toward
‘ reading programs. Consideration might be given
to shifting this balance insofar as possible with-
out threatening the success of existing readrng
programs.

‘Achievement test results suggest that programs
(grades 8-12) teaching language arts skills should
receive greater emphasis if objectives are to be
approached more closely.

Results suggest that additional resources might
be allocated to arithmetic programs in order to

- move them closer to their objectives.®

*Holmes, Dr. James N., Mary L. Hoefer and Alice L. Young.
Area | Disadvantaged Child Evaluation Report, 1974-75,

-19- ESEA, Title I, Portland, OR: School District No. 1, 1975.
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CHART 14,

" Number of Students Achieving High, Average,
and Low Success Levels on Performance Objectlves
Portland Areal ' :

B. 'Area " » B

Regular School Year.

Portland Area Il data is best reported by using the

summary text and chart from their.Title | evaluation

Objectives dealing with reading and arithmetic per-
formance of elementary grade Title | students were
met by the majority of participantsn the evaluation.
One hundred and sixty-seven out af a total of 630
participants were below one error of estimate below

prediction meaning that approximately 74% of the -

participants in the evaluation met the objectives. In

‘both -reading. and math, Title | students showed a
" consistent pattern which is in, agreement with the

major ‘thrust of the Title | project and which is

. somewhat at variance with a number of precedents’

from other Metropolitan areas. On the average students
in grades 3 and 5 performed somewhat below predic-
tion while students in grade 7 showed perforinance
which was virtually identical with prediction. In
reading, a substantial®Mean discrepancy occurs at
grades 3 .and 5, and there is a slightly positive
discrepancy at grade 7. In mathematics the discre-
pancies are similar, with a negative discrepancy at
grades 3 and 5 and a very small negative discrepancy at

~grade 7. The reaspn for this lessening of the initial

deficit from lower 'to upper grades is not perfectly
understood, but a number of interesting hypothesis can
be advanced. Most likely -would be the disadvantaged
children arrive at school with a substantial deficit in
the development of comnfunication and quantltatlve

skills. As the student progresses from year to year in .
. school, if he or she is growing at the population rate,

we would expect this initial deficit to remain constant.
and perhaps even to increase (as has been found in
many cities). The fact that upper grade achievemeot:
test scores for students in District 1 of the Portland®
Public Schools have beef decreasing Vearly {our the past
several years may be ‘evidence in favor of this hypo-

Mathematics

"Hi. Av.

~thesis. The fact that this initial deficit has not remained
constant, but lessens to the.point where it eventually

becomes almost negligible for Title 1 students as they
approach grade 7, is one reason to suspect that the
Title | program may be having an effect upon this
group of students. It is necessary to keep in mind ‘that
we are talking here about perfarmance with the respect
to level of performance which can be logically
expected in terms of the school ablllty the child
demonstrates. This does not mean that the typical
disadyantaged child can be expected to perform at the
average level of the total population or on a'par with

‘the average child from Area |l. What the data seems to

show " is that Title | students’ disadvantagement has

been elminated as one of the factors which determines’

academic performance. By the time the elementary

- grades are completed, the child’s performance relative

to the total populafion seems to be a function of
ability rather than abshty plus the debllltatmg effects

" of dlsadvantagement

"In grades 3, 5, and 7 it can be justifiably stated that
Title | goals have generally been met. There are two
factors leading to this conclusion. In the first place, a

“ great majority of Title | students (74%) do fall within

or above the expected range. Even though the average

performance of Area Il Title 1 children shows a.

negative departure from expectation atgrades3 and 5,
the average performance: of 7th graders is virtually

it

identical with prednctlon, -

Summer School - .

Five public and two’ parochial schools in Area |l
participated in the summer school program for 1975.
Three of the public elementary schools shared responsi-
bility for instruction with _one taking all students in
grades 6-8 and the other two taking all students from
preschool through grade 5. Heavy emphasis in all
summer school programs was placed upon individual-
ization in instructional activities with programs operat-
ing for approximately four to six weeks, Within the

- Forbes, Dean W. and Charles Schwenk. Area !/ Disadvantaged

. ) Thild Evaluation Report, 1974-75, ESEA, Title I, Portland, |
' .21. OR: School District No: 1, 1975. _
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. gne high school, emphasis was also placed on high

school orientation and orientation to the world of
work. Most of the schools also planned field trips
which related in some way to the instructional activ-
ities within the summer schools. ¢

At the elementary level, the general project goals
incJuded: (1) improvement in ,performance in reading
comprehension, decodmg and vocabulary; and
(2) math, as. measured by standardized tests and/or
criterion referenced measuyres.
At the secondary level, the general project goals
related to math and redding included: (1) demonstrat-
ing .improved performance in reading and communicd-
tion skills; and (2) math skills related to pursuing a

. career. Through participation in a four- week career

awareness program Pproject participants shouId
strengthen their knowledge of careers in the world of
work. Finally, each summer school participant should *
demonstrate knowledge of speaking, writing, and other
communciation skills as measured by teacher-prepared
criteria. \ )

In most cases, improvements were ‘mad? by
students in readirig which met the objectives set
by the schools. Improvements made by studenits
in math met the objectives set by the schools,
also. At the high school level, most of the
important objectives dealing with reading and
math were met by the majority of the students.”

C. Area il

Regular School Year
Area 11l evaluators have measured student gain in

. reading and math_over two different periods of time or
evaluation of their project objective -

testing cycles,
“Project participants in grades 3-8 will attain a stan-
dard score in readmg equal to that obtained during the
previous year .

The data is reproduced here in graphic summary
fashion and represent achievement gain scores for

students as well as providing inforrhation on results of
. different testing cycles. Refer to charts.

T

The objective criterion states that scores will.
equaI those obtained during the-previous year. To
measure this objective, data were gathered for
grades 4, 6 and 8 comparing spring ‘74 with
spring ‘75. The results seem tonlndlcate slight
" decline. However, when comparing these witFi the
_fall to spring period, it appears as 'though the
decline is experienced over the summer months.
Consequently, the fall to spring data are con-
sidered as more appropriate measures of what
actually happened during the instructional
periods. ' ’

‘In conclusion, it can be said that when viewing
the standard score mean data for grades 3-8 for
the fall td spring time period,” the reading
objective has been achieved. However, when
looking at the spring to spring period -the

an R and Dean W. Forbes. Area I/ Disadvan-

“Bengel, No
taged Child Eyalustion Report, Summer 1975, ESEA, Title I,
Portland OR:Bchoo! District No. 1, 1975.

* month in

- students do less well. The breakdown of achieve-
ment by category {increase, same, decrease) also -
" indicates a high degree of success when looking at’
" the fall to spring period.
Conclusions about arlthmetlc achievement are
as follows: i .
N .
1. Primary grade students made greater gains
than middle’and upper grade students.

2. More students met | or exceeded the
objective criterion that failed to meet it."*
[ o 8

+ . 4 &
* 3. Summary of Achievement Data.

Achievement scores from the limited subsample. of
Title | projects show that student grade level gains
ranged from approximately 1/2 to 1 month for every
regular term .programs. Summer term
programs show 1 month grade level gain for each
month of instruction as a conservative gain score with
many students recording much greater gain. .

There seems to be no consistent pattern within tests
or across tests to indicate that children perform
according to their estimated ability potential. The
regular term Stanford Reading Diagnostic Test records
exceptionally large gains for students‘in the upper

grades.

. cooperative ‘Title |

D. Cooperatives o .

- Forty-five school. districts .merged to form eleven
projects. $174,813 (total) was
allocated to these districts. The 356 target children
were involved almost entirely in reading objectives,
with scattered objectives in the Ianguage arts (1),
attitudes (1), cultural enrichment (1), basic skills {2},
physical health (1), and mental heaith (1).

E. Year-Round Schools

Four year-round school districts participated in the
Title | prograf in FY 75. These four school districts
received ' $90,663 of the FY 75 Title | allocation.
Objectives in  reading, math, readiness skills, ~and
self -concept were developed for the 426 students

F. Projects ‘in Institutions. for Neglected and Delin- -
quent Children.

" 1. Education and Children’s Services Division

Title I, ESEA is concerned with helping education-
ally disadvantaged children succeed in school, nation-
ally and in the State of Oregon. Educationally disad-
vantaged children are found in school districts, state-
funded private agencies, and in state-operated facilities.
Some of these children in the public schools and all of
them in state-funded or operated facilities are wards of
the state. A high proportion of the children who are

‘state_wards may be described as educatnonally dis-

* *Virnig, Jerome J. Area 111 :Disadvantaged Child Evaluation
Report, 1974-75, ESEA, Title 1, Portland, OR: School District

22. No. 1, 1975.
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. CHART 16 . o . w0
s "Student Achiievemant Data - . ‘. . ’
. Portland Public Schools o T
o . ' Areal R ‘
Regular School Year s . ' / / DN
Reading ' i ’ /Mathemmiu ) Lanquagé Arts
. Average Average o Average - !
Grade Number Grade umber Grade  Number
- Level of | . Level of . . Leve! . ‘of : .
Grades Gains . Students Test Gains tudents Test .. Gsins Students . Test
. 1and 2 5 -| 174 | SRA Mastery . - - - - CTBS
' 38 8* 835 .| CTBS l 6 . 809 ‘CTBS 7 823, | -
9812 9’ 297 CT8S / 4 275 CTBS . .6 275 CTBS
. 1,306 1,084 : 1,008 ‘
Summer School : . : v .
» . Reading ’ - P Mathematics .
Average o Avefage - » - ) - \
! « * Gain Number Gain Number P :
o . (Weighted  of Weighted! _ of .+ % . =
Grades Means)  Students Test Means) | Studants Test
- I - .
18 . .15* l 300 l Gates MacGinitie l 52 | | 299 | Stanford Achievement .
. 9-12 1.07¢* © 45 Gates MacGinitie | 1.11* | 44 " Stanford Achievement
: 345 333 : :
1 - : 1
*Weighted means marked with an asterisk a;'e those cited by Portiand Area 1 evaluators as having met or , )
surpassed the stated objectives. : - , .
. 1]
: CHART 16
S PORTLA"ACHIEVEMENT DATA FOR AREA Il
“ : +1 Err Est < . - )
Grade 3 Grade 5 Grade 7 .
o
~ ‘ —— e —— — s —— —t—— —— —t—— e ——— — —‘-9;-- — — —— — —mr—
. . &
S ‘ ~
i~
2
© ~ T
2 ; :
= - +.01 .
- — hd
g 0
! e
]
. A
w©
Q .
Q
o
.53 'READING
/ . i ) > -
j : . ., MATH
?| Err Est -
Average Departure of Achievement fror( Predicated Performance for. Grades 3; 5, and 7; percentages
of one standard error of estimate. ‘
X 23
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o CHART 17
FALL 1974, SP S}NG*]975 TESTING CYCLE
M SCORE MEANS FOR READING AND MATH

AREA 111, PORTLAND :

7 : M'Scores}—l
| SUBJECT GRADES N SFan'74  Spring'76.  CHANGE -
Reading . 38 538 - . 386 400 +14
» ' Math g§ 38 559 404 413 . +9
. ) . & . . . . . )

ERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING STANDARD
f:/" SCO RES EQUAL TO THAT-OBTAINED THE PREVIOUS YEAR

T

M Scores

x
D 4

‘suBJEcT  \ - Fall’74 . Spring’75 . CHANGE

Readidg  |» 3 : © 386 - 400 . ' +14
Math 8 559 - 404 . 413 _ + 9

- No.  Taking | Increase  Same Decrease
PrePosg; Both [ N %- N % _
76 |301 55 38 7| 206 3? 1
N % o
5339 62*

'_:;10 54 27 5

iGN %
337 .59

*62 percent of the students met the reading objective while 59 percent of the math students
met their objective as measured by instructional year, or fall-to-fall testing.
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«

advantaged and are in need of help to succeed »
school. Children who are wards of the court are under
the jurisdiction of Children’s Services:Division which
acts as jegal custodian and legal guardian.

2. Mission of Children’s Services Division‘

*“The mission of the Children’s Services Division is
to administer, coordinate, develop and provide social
services for children and their families essential to
assure the physical, mental, emotional and social
well-being of children” while exercising the minimum
intervention necessary.”’* .

3. Services for Children Receiving Care “out-of-

home'’ by Children’s Services Division.

Many public school‘children in the State of Oregon
do not live in their own homes. Most of these children
are wards of the state undeyr the jurisdiction of
Children's Services Division of the State of Oregon,
Department of Human Resources: These children also
receive Title | assistance. ,

b

4. Children’s Services Division Children Educated in

Public Schools. R

Children’s Services Division purchases several kinds
of services for these children. The most Widely known
care service is “'family foster care’” where children are
temporily ptaced when conditions exist which makes it
impossible for the child to remain in the parents
home. There are also “group foster care,’ “parole

- group care’’ and “independent living”’ arrangements for

children whose needs can best be mft by these

substitute types of sérvices.

There are over 50 facilities where children live who
are adjudicated by the court as neglected or delin-
quent. These facilities are variously called child care
centers, shelter evaluation centers, ranches, camps, etc.
Nearly all of the 335 children attend the public school
in the school district where the facility is located.

5. Children's Services Division Children Educated in
State and Private Agencies.

“Private child caring agencies” are Contracted to
care for 530 children. The education.is provided by
local public school districts -through contract by
Children’s Services Division. The “state training
schoots,” Hillcrest and MacLaren house delinquent
children in Oregon who are committed by juvenile
court action. The only way children can be placed. at
Hillcrest or MacLaren is through a court order.

In addition, Children’s Services Division contracts

for the care and treatment of children who are severely

gives the number of chiidren cared for in each type of

facility as of October 1975. -

6. Title | -in Institutions for Neglected and Delin-
quent Children. R

Title 1, ESEA provides for the allocation of money
to state agencies, grivate agenmes and the smaller
facilities which provide care for delinquenit children.
Regillations governing use of this money are consistent
with regulations governing similar expenditures in
school districts. Allocations to ranches, child  care
centers, group homes, evaluation centers, etc., where
children are educated in the local school d|str|cts are
based on the same per.child amount as school district
allocatiohs. State operated agencies and state funded
private agency allocations are based on a somewhat
higher per ch||d figure.

7. Title | Projects in Delinquent Facilities.

ren had Title | projects funded through local school
districts with.a total allocation of $563,817. Twelve of
the.grants were $2,500 or less; six were $2, 501-$5,000;
and two were for over $5,000.

_Districts indicated there were 273 students partici-
pating in the regular term project and 227 participating
in the summer term projects; all of whom were in
grades 7-12. The number of participants is distorted,
however, by the high turnover in some facilities. .

Academic and basic skills ‘taught in these LEA
projects were related to practical living situations
wherever possible to bring relevance to the subject
matter. Eight of the 20 facilities developed ob]ectlves
relating to career preparation, including exposure®o
various vocationss awareness of jobs available, salaries,
on- the job routines and paid employment. Objectives
in basic skills which were keyed to these practical living
situations were: reading, 12 institutions; language arts,
9 jnstitutions; math, 12 institutions; mental health
{self-concept), 4 institutions; attitudes (toward school),
4 institutions; and basic skfills, 5 institutions, Seven
institutions used field trips into the community as a
vehicle for encouragmg students to develop composi-
tion and reading skills as well as for providing cultural
awareness and irhprovement of social behavior.

Two programs, Valade Group Home in Cove,
Oregon, and J-Bar-J Ranch, in Bend, Oregon, have
developed activity-based cognitive curriculums which
provide for basic skill learning as a part of a “hands
on’’ activity or project. .

Star Guich Ranch, in cooperation with Medford

' Twehtv\f{cilities for neglected and delinqtjent child-

Public Schools, has installed a computer terminal tied

emotionally disturbed. There are six such ‘treatment '

centers” in the state with a capacity of 136 children.
These younger children are not adjudicated delinquent.
The flow chart on page 29 describes the delivery of
services to Children's Services Division children and

Chiidren Services Division and Programs, Dec. 1975, Chil-
dren's Services Division, Salem, OR. ‘

-

95.

6

to the Medford School District computer; Star Gulch
Ranch students take “advantage of several basic skill
programs available, . . ‘

Youth Adventures ig4Dregon City, has hired g Title
| liaison person to ctxgﬁnate students’ educational

_activities between the schoo! district and the facility

helping students to succeed in high school.
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8. Title | Projects in State Agen(.:‘ies and Private
Child Caring Agencies

There are two state agencies, MaqLaren and Hillcrest
Training Schiols, where the stat]operates the school -
program. Th
who contract with the Children’s Services Division for

e are nine private child caring ageneues_,'

care of children. The education for children in these -

-child caring agencies .is contracted by Chiidren’s

Services Division from local school districts. Children
in both the two state agencies and the private child
caring agencies live in and are educated at the
institution. _ L

The two state
private agencies for neglected and delinquent children
indicated a total of 520 participants in FY 1975. These
institutions were funded $321,284 ,for. their Title |
projects. These projects are supplementary-to the main
educational program and focus on the children in'most
need of help. Nearly all institutions and private
agencies run year- -round projects. Some provide supp'le-
Mmentary help only through the summer months.

, The program objectives of the institutional projects
emphasnzed behavioral chgnge and the improvement of
seif-esteem as well as the traditional academic objec-
tives of readihg (9 institutions), language arts (5
institutions), and math (9 institutions). Three institu-
}IOHS used home economics classes not only to teach
the skills offsewing, meal preparatioryand planning, but
also. for identifying possible occupational areas which
are related to home economics. Field trips were
planned to motels, clothing stores,  and home decora-
ting agencies to illustrate the relevance of what was
being taught, and to prepare for job opportunities in
the retail and food industries. Thre,'ee_other institutions
indicated they designed art classes to'involve students
in a positive classroom situation, which involved
psychomotor skills as well as basic education skills.
These art classes helped improve the student’s attitude
toward school and improved attendance. Physical

_education classes were used by three institutions for

development of both gross and fine mo&or skills arid
also social interaction skills.

The largest of the state operated agencies, Hillcrest
and MacLaren, have their own campus schools and do
not contract services from a public school district.

Chart 21 details the educational programs available at-
*MacLaren and Hitlcrest. Achievement data for these
_institutions has not been compiled due to the variety

of the projects and testing patterns and the small
samples resulting. : -

G. Oregon State Corrections

Three state correctional facilities are allocated Title
! funds to serve educationally disadvantaged youth
who are under 21 years of age and do not have a high
school dipioma. Oregon State Correctional Institutiqn
(OSCl) with its predominantly “under 21°° population

receives the major share of. the funds, $67,581, while

institutions and hine state-funded ..

3%

.26-

Oregon ‘StatePenitentiary and the Oregon Womens

Correctional Center, with few people under 21 years of.
$6,391 and :

age, receive. a much smaller amount,
$3,652 respectlvely

The Title | program was basically developed at OSCI '
branching into the State Penitentiary and the Women's
_Center. Major emphasis during FY 1975 was establish-

ment of a Basic Skills Learning Center and Career

Counseling segment utilizing the. Caréer Information -

System Computer program. Learning Cenger tutors

began working at the State Penitentiary and Women's -
“Center during the FY 1975 summer.

Third party evaluator, Leo Myers, reported the

following about the correction’s project:

“The Third Party Evaluator’s report covers
.planning and management activities during Fiscal
"Year 1975 but it covers instructional activities in-
detail beginning on March 3, 1975, when the
Learning Center commenced operations.

“The First lnstructlonal Objectlve ‘Develop
attainable career goals for each student,’ was
achieved 100 percent at Oregon State Correc-
tional Institution. Career plans_were developed

for each of the 348 ESEA eligible students. These g

are a matter of fecord and were noted and spot
" checked by -thg Evaluator. No records were
-available that dareer goals were developed for
ESEA eligibles @t the Oregon State Penitentiary
or the Oregon Women's Correction Center. In
interviews, OSCI students told the evaluator they
were satisfted with the manner in which they had
been cdiinseled in developing career plans and
they expressed ‘satisfaction with assistance
received in usin§ the Career Information.Service
and other occupational information materials.
“"The Second Imstructional Objective, ‘Moti-
vate and assist each student to attain his highest -
level of acadennric, vocational, social and econo- -
mic development,’ contained three subopjectives
that called for specified grade level gains or
attainment of a GED or .high,school diploma.
However, the time periods specified {four months
to six months) had not yet elapsed by June 30,
'1975. Thus, the evaluator could only note that
“five students had accomplished their goalsT in
" shdrter time than was stated in the subobjectives
and advise the staff.to continue to examine the
subobjectives relative to students’ cognitive
achievement in terms of whether the times
specified are realistic.

‘Relative to instruction, the evi.\;ator made
twd suggestions:

That Project Staff examine its objective pf
‘independent learning by the student’ for poten-
tial incompatibility with Project objectives that
call for attainment of specified gains in grade
level placement {or attainmént of a GED or
diploma) in specified periods of time.

//
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'Y

468

Gfades

38

" CHART 18

SPRING 1974, SPRING 1975 TESTING CYCLE
M SCORE MEANS FOR READING AND MATH
' AREA I}, PORTLAND .

M Scores —
GRADES . Spring ‘74

40.9
42.1

423

468 437

Spring ‘75 QANGE

>~

-1.4
- -1.6

PERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING STANPARD
SCORES EQUAL TO THAT OBTAINED THE PREVfOUS YEAR

[
-

%

Increase
%

. Taking
Both - |N

_ No. .
N " Pre-Post

32

62 61

313 - 193

/ ;
. . ] N
‘ 77

v

N
68

_Same |

16 8

N %

%
40*

14 9

%
42*

*40 percent of the students met the reading objective whlle 42 percent of the math students
met their objective as measured on the §pring-spring testlng cycle. .
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. TOTALOREGQN TITLE | FUNDS EXPENDEDNN FY 1976 P
! . OREQQN DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION R
. Q ' Y
" | ‘ . — ‘-—/——-If ‘ ) ) ’/ r
' ‘. ' ¢ jo :
. ' [ o :
! LOCAL EDUCATIONARGENCIES | - | |
33,088 STUDENTS . | - | DEPARTNENT .| .'
10,85 909 'L pEPT.OF HUMAN R oF |«
| RESOURCES EDUCATION , [ -
‘ - | §1.420,542 o §06% |
SN | o S DIVISIONS | o | :
* RS e I N o
e ! — |- FOR -
. ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ R‘ : : ’ DEAF |t
) CLoReNS CORRECTIONS MENTAL 3LIND
- 403 48 §1164 1. s ,
: |- , -
# | - || oseral |t
| | — | _ | scoots” |
» S HANDICAppED STATE REGIONAL | 18840 |
L R | culLDQEN | | | pewmENTIARY [ | |- FACLTIES | | | o
. Wose o | | | 4BSTUDENTS 964 ‘ :
\ . . 839 ||| ‘ .
- REGIONAL
| =] L r ) FACILITIES | .}
V| neeLEcTED, - NEGLEcrep, | |- |  STATE | HOSPITAL. | || $2119%
DELINQUENT | - | DEUNQUENT | | | coRRECTIONAL| | | ScHoOLS | ] o
CHILOREN * |  CUSTODIAL  _| - CHILDRgN - f=d | INSTITUTION $361,416 \
astupeNTs | FESPONSBILTY | spsrpenrs o sseT7U?aE1NTS | |
$53817 | $321.94 | '
' ‘ I .._--——'-—1
e | "WOMEN'S
oy CORRECTIONAL | | - | e
. . L l"CENTER | : N
This evaluation does not include.datﬂonhéﬁdicap;{@ children, ‘ 78;3?3 TS | : | %17 .
. nor children involved It Mental Health programs. L l—— : o . é
‘ | o R ' . |
. .I b [}
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*Children's Services Division

**Proposed Mental Health Division Program

CHART 20 o
B " CSD* "0UT OF HOME PLACEMENT” DELIVERY SYSTEM FOR CHILDRE
. . . AGESO-18 g - .
———{ ‘ : CHILDREN LIVING IN THEIR OWN HOME . -l'_
(ot DRES R
‘ SEAVICES b JUVENILE _
ENI%SA?:C',SION ¢ » COURT F . »
( A
. L — J )
N 1 |
n - . A - |
- * REFERRAL N | DETENTION e |
4 3 | ,
SHELTER SHELTER ** ADOLESCENT STATE
CARE EVALUATION | | TREATMENT - TRAINING.
A CENTER SCHOOL
A 157 CHILDREN | | 50 CHILDREN O CHILDREN 357 CHU. DREN 3
ADOPTION PAROLE wory || PaRoLE . PROJECT
p STUDY | FOSTER PICTURE
‘ \ [ CAMPS CARE !
' | 12CHILDREN | | | 393 CHILDREN | | 35CHILDREN | | 112CHILDREN | | 10CHILDREN
3 N i
»y
\
FAMILY  GROUP INDEPENDENT CHILD PRIVATE TREATMENT |
FOSTER FOSTER LIVING CARE AGENCIES CENTERS | .
CARE CARE | _ CENTERS . ,
3566 CHILOREN | | 8BCHILDREN 22 CHILDREN 330 CHILDREN 530 CHILDREN 13 CHILDREN
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PROGRAMS

A, Probation

B. Fostar Ciny
C. Weltare

D, Mental Health

L E, Adult Court

F. Other

COMMUNITY |

[

\

JUVENILE

COURT
!

'

. Y
* | CHILDRENS

SERVICES
DIVISION

. | C. Other

CLIENT
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|, Physical
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1. Academic
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K. Recrtation

1, Camput & Community
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¢, Other
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b, School
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3. Home
b. Family
¢. Community
d. Recominendations
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8. Home & Cotmunity © 7~
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CHART 22

ACADENIC SKILLS DEVELOPMENT OPTIONS THROUGH SUPPLEMENTARY INSTRUCTION AVAILABLE TO AN
 ESEATITLE | ELIGIBLE RESIDENT UPON ENTERING THE OREGON ADULT CORRECTIONS INSTNUTION

Options
prior to
recaiving
GED or
high
schoo!
diploma,

NOTE: ~
~ Student Options (Prior GED/
HSD)

1. Options 1-7 available prier
toattain GED, high school
diploma or desired ace-

demic goal,

2. Options 6 and 7 used until
entry into Title | Learning

i Center (no Title  involve-
ment until entry into

Learning Center],

Part-time

Full

Max. 3 hrs,

Learninsg Conter \
4RS.
time instruction

10 GED or scadem-
.\ ic development.

Jtademic develop-

. Part:time
assignment in
L.C.whilein VT
for GED or aca-
demic development
Maximum of 2
hrs. in Learn-
ing Center,

Part-time |

L.C. & port:
time reg. school
& VT for GED or

s Maxin}um of

Part-time -
L~C. & Dal't'
time reg, sch,

part-time in
regular school
for high
school

- diploma,

school diploma or
? . academic develop-

for aduit high
s¢hoo! diploma,
Maximum 3 hrs,
inL.C.

ont cell study
for GED, high

men:l.I Mm’gs&
idance
Qi e Y

Full .
or part-time
in regular
school
for GED.

~

classes, spacific acs-
demic improvemant,
eneral

part-time,

‘ KEY
. PT, PantTime
LC ~ Learning Conter
VT,  Vocatioml
s Training Schaol
RS - -RagularSehool
Hr, © -Por Doy ,
b GED - Ganeral Educational
} Developmant
' Puring Cartlfickta thigh
' n school equivalency
| \
L::an"%fém?r HSD :lpl;‘xns;:o i
Ai regular school High Schoo
Laa'r,:{;gt én:ntar for high ' " Diploma
for agademic im- iehool LM -Learning Center '
provement relating diploma, Ma .
'\ toskil develop- | nager
ment while in
OPTION (Pre-GED/HSD)
Indidual Selsctsd jointly by student and ESEA Acs-
call study for '\ demic Counselor through sgreemant on 8 plan
":’:fﬁ:rgvm:“ for supplementary academic skill davelopment,
anrichment. Matl | oporoved by the Project Coordinator, con-
guidance by curred in by the Academic Raview Committee
Optons of the Institution with final spproval by his oy
subsequent Institution counselor, L
10 receiy- ' . '"TP‘,'{ A
ingGED OPTIONS (PortGED/HSD) » ;&Wv':f
‘:m:l‘ Options 12,3: Selected b dent and 7 i N
diploma recommended by his LCMand ESEA Academi’ - %
in Counselor, concurred in by the Project Coordi- .
. \o't | regularschool 1 nator, approved by the Institution Academic
, \2 ¢ L"Igm“h::' Supervisor for final approvs! by his Institution
NOTE: \6; ,\31: time or full- | courbalar. . \
: ‘ \ \ime, Options 45,6 o Title | involvement): Selec-
Options fpost- - -/ ted by the student, aporoved by the Institution
Opgfrg/;{ 50}'” Academic Supervisor for final spproval by his
6-no Title | ol \ Imstitution counselor.
involvempnt, clasm?feirr
terest through .
ragular school, Regular
* evening school for
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2. That Learning Managers’ recommended

lessons and activities for each student be ‘staffed’
to help assure that- maximum utilization of

. Learning Center resources is brought to bear

upon helping each student attain his career goal.

“Relative to management, the evaluator sug-
gested: : A . .

1. That additional space be acquired for the
Learnihg Center, separate from the Institution
Library, to provide an instructional environment
more conducive of effective teaching and

" learning.

A
.

2. That, to the extent security requirements
permit, the distraction of passersby in the hall-
way adjacent to the Learnjng Center be reduced
through the use of dr%es, screens or other
means.

The number of students using the Learning
-Center is increasing rapidly, The project goal, 40
students using the Learning Center each ot the

TOTAL NUMBER OF CHILDREN INVOLVED i

CHART23 , L

-

9 ’ [ |

? N

siX h0ur§ of mstnﬁmon each day, was 50 percent -
attained by thg end of May 1975.”

*# “The following flow chart, although rough
and preliminary, indicates the acadentic options
students may, choosg when - enrolled . in ‘an
instructional Iearmng activity,

“Upon amVal of students at the institutions, ,
most have not seen their needs served by public
education, .although they- do undesstand the g
necessity of earninga living. - .

" “It has.been determined that some way is
- needed to motivate . these resident students

concerning academic and personal

self-improvement. ‘

"It has been observed that skill development
can be used successfully as a motivational factor
to move the ninety percent (90%) drop-out
' ESEA eligible student population into a learning
activity. These students respond to educational
activitles where they can understand how success
- in a.vocational endeavor relates to success in an
academic area, s

“Accordihgly, options mdlcated on the flow
“chart provide the stydent with a choice that he .
can best relate to his needs."

IN TITLE 1 BY GRADE LEVEL

5/ &/

.

- fﬁgffjfffffffﬁff

REGULAR SCHOOL YEAR W ) {1 : :
LEA Projects *EP 160] 9723,074]3,626| 3,367| 3,223| 2,564] 2,161] 1,858| 1,385| 1,489| 866 | 426 | 323 25,484
LEA Coops =1 - | 25| 39| 53] 39, 43| 29| 37| 18] 37| 194 13 5] - 356
LEA Nonpublic_ - - a3] 138] 87] 90] 113] 110] 23|~ 17| .20 - 13 7] - | - 659
Portland Projects 215] 447 642] 624]| 676] 546] 559 476| 480]:448| 466| -281 | 149}~ 63| - | 6072
Portiand Nonpublic - ~ 1 22 28] 30| 32 34 42| 29| 27 | - ~ ~ | - 244
Institutions for RS N - ;
Neglected and Delinquent - - - - - - - - 14 41 66| 76| 68 B[ .- 273
SUBTOTAL 375]1.419 [3,806]4.453] 4,212] 3.930{3,313] 2,808] 2,441 1,836/ 2.078| 1,255 | 663 | 389| - {33,088
SUMMER SCHOOL PROJECTS _ .
LEA Projects *EP 20| 352| 918| 984| 878] 794] 694] 580] 252] 120] -158] 108 | 76| 38| - | 5972
LEA Coops - 14| 25/ 28] 20[ 10, 13 21} 10 a4 - - - -] - 145
LEA Nonpublic - - | 271 33 20 7 713 - 3 - ~ 3 - | - 113
Portla~1 Projects 14| 100| 186) 157] 166 183] 121| 130] 84| 101] 57| 47| .24]| 28] - | 1,388
Portiand Nonpublic - a| 25|- 24 24| 22| 21 16| 19 16| - - | - <1 = 171
Institutions for i j
* “Neglected and Delinquent . - 1 - - - - 5| 24 45| 80| 67 6| - 227
SUBTOTAL 34| 470]1,181]1,226[1,008{ 1,016] 856 760| 370] 268] 260] 235| 176 | 72} -- | 8,016
- :
STATE AGENCIES A
' institutions for . ] N
Neglected and Delinguent 1 13 11 12 9 15 19 33 69| <144] 110 |- 43 26| - 520
Corrections OSP- — DWCC-7 _ 0SCI-325 : . ' 380] 380
- YEAR-ROUND SCHOOL . - 50| 53] 51| 54, 53] 60/ 82 23 - - - -~ | - 426
SUB-TOTAL A n 5! 63 64| 63] 63] 68 79] 115] 92{ 144] 110| 43| 26]380| 1,326
'TOTALS 420] 1,894 [5,050|5,743 5,373/ 5,009 4,237| 3,647(2,926]2,296| 2,482} 1,600 | 876]" 497|380/42,430.
*Excluding Portiand 4 '7
Q .32.
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SELECTED PROJECT DATA AND TRENDS

A. Student Participation in Title |: Charts 23, 24, 25.

L InFY 1975, a total of 31,556 Oregon students were
enrolled in Title | projects for the regular term and
7,360 for the summer term. An unduplicated count for -
the year is not available because some students were |
enrolled in both regular and summer term projects,
Charts 24 and 25 show that Title ! in Oregon
predominantly enrolls students from the primary
grades. Peak enrollment occurs in the first foyr grades,
with a steady decline in enrollment from Grade 5

‘through high" school. Public school enrollment in .
‘primary grades (excluding Portlang) is distributed as

follows for the regular term: 12% in Grade 1; 14% in

" Grade 2; and 13% in Grade 3. Summer term enroliment

is most highly concentrated in Grade 2 {16.61%), with

16.37% in Grade 1 and 14.7% in Grade 3. Both reguiar

and sumrher terms enrolled 13% fourth graders in Title .
| programs. In FY 1972, the largest percentage of Title
| students for both regular and summer terms was also
in the second grade. .

The breakdown of Portland’s Title l enrollment
differs slightly from that of the rest of the state.
Enroliment percentages in the regular term are more
evenly distributed in the elementary grades with 7 to
10% of the children in each grade, levels 1 through and

‘

In FY 1975, regular ‘term projects (excluding
Portland) enrolled a total of 81.9% of Title | public
school students in reading, and 7.6% in language arts.
Math enrollment jumped from 5% in FY 1973 to 18% .

' lg FY 1974 t0 20.1% in FY 75. Enrollment in all other’

structional areas was 10% or less, as follows: 2.7% in
cultural enrichment actlvmes an msngnlflcant amount
in vocational education,”and 33% in preschool. (See
Chart 26.)

Portland enrollment over three-fourths of their Title
I public school students in each of three areas—88. 1_4%
in reading, 50.8% in language arts, and B1.6% in .
math/science, with- 21.36% in cultural enrichment
activities.  These percentages include the high rate of .
student participation in more than one lnstructlonal
area.(See Chart 27.) . v

Summer term projects {excluding Portland) enrolled
92% of Title | public school students in reading and
language arts, in contrast to 88% in regular term
projects.- Other instructional -areas with relatively high
summer term enroliment in FY 1975 are: 41% in -
math/science; 5% in cultural enrichment; and 16% in
"other’’ activities.

Portland enrolled . a high percentage of Title |
summer students in the three basic skill areas of.
reading (96.61%), language arts (50.43%), and math/
science (B88.83%). Other major concentrations of Port-
land summer enroliment were 32.78% in cultural -
enrichment and 6.19% in the vocational education
category. Again,-these percentages reflect the high rate
of student participation in more than one instructional

including Grade 9. Fhis contrasts with the sta ea. .
concentration of enrollment in Grades 1-4. ) . . ‘
The summer term for Portland i fatic than C. Expenditures in Instructional Areas: Charts 28, 29.

N s more
the regular term. The enrollment s at the first

grade and the fourth grade {13%) and" then déclines
xrregularly

“I'n comparing high school grade levels, Portland and
the LEA’s statewide are very similar. Both involve a
small percentage of the students and decline from the
tenth to the twelfth grade.

- I3

B. Percent of Students in Major !nstructional Areas:
Charts 26, 27. -

Many Title | students participated in more than one

instructional area and have been counted more than
once. A larger percentage of summer term students /
participate in more than one instructional area than
regular term students.” In Portland Title | projects,
participation in more than one instructional area is.
especially high, with 71% or more of the students
participating in at least three instructional areas during
the regular term, and four areas during the summer
term. Becausé of the multiple participation in instruc-
tional areas by single students, the total percentage of
participating students reported on the charts will not
total 100. '
*Percentages in FY 1973 and FY 1974 reports are not directly
comparable. FY 1974 support services. percentages were
figured on the basis of the total population served by Title I,
FY 1973 percentages were based on the small percentage of
the total Title | population that received Title { support
services.

I nstructional activities for public school students in
FY 1975, received $6,768,877 in Title | funds (exclud-
ing Portland), Chart 28 shows the distribution of
expenditures in the following instructional areas: 75%
for reading, 4% for language arts, 12% for math, 1-3%
for each of the remaining instructional areas, and 5%
for the "other” catego ' '

programs increa $592,603 in FY 1973 to
$686,186 in FY 1 to $712,760 in FY 1975
{excluding Portjand). This increase still remained far
below the $1,%76,438 spent in FY 1972. The distri-

‘bution of funds ,a!;(ording to instructional areas is: 65%

for reading, .74% for language arts, 20.7% for math/

_ science, 3.9% for presGhool activities, and . 3.3% for

cultural enrichment activities. The “‘other’” category
spent 5.4% on summer term instructional areas.

Portland spent $1,668,956 on regulareerm Title !
instruction with 44.92% for reading, 14.02% for
language arts, 27.42% for math/science, and 12.75% in
prekindergarten and kindergarten. Portland’s summer
term projects spent 46.13% of $125,060 for instruc-
tion in reading, 9.8% for language arts, 31.72% in
math/science, 8.6% in cultural enrichment activities,
and 3% in the rest of the areas. {See Chart 29.)
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LEA Projects-Portiand Exclided ‘ CHART 24 /
Percent of Public School Students Participating in ~}iuo 1 by Grade Level /
Percents !
-
) Regular torm . enseeene——— i
* H Orm e
P ' - | Weighted Estimate: '
: L ) Regular term enroliment 25,484
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. CHART 25
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CHART 26

LEA Peojects--Portland Excluded . ) .
Percent of Public School Tithe | Students in Major Instructionsl Areas

Percent of Studenty

Reading

Language Arts and/or
Communicatioris

'@lh and/or

Science

¢

Cultural Enrichmefg

Vocational Education

) ) Regular

Pre-Kindergarten

and Kindergarten Summer

. . Weighted Estimate:
Regular term enrollment 25,484 .
Summer term enroliment 5972

*Not unduplicated count

CHART 27 .
.. PORTLAND
Percent of Portland Pyplic School Title | Students in Major Instructional Areas

Percant of Students
Percent of Students

Reading

Language Arts and/or
Communications

Math and/or .
Science

Cultural Enrichment

Vocational Education V7%
. o Regular

B { Summer
Pre-K{ndergarten
and Kindergarfen

Weighted Estimate:
Regular term enroliment 6,072
Summer term enroliment 1,388

th .
Other *Not unduplicated count

.35-
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CHART 28
LEA Projects- Pordand Excluded

by Major Instructional An- in Stata of Oregon*®

Percent ol Public School Project E:

Pm:lntolExpondimm ) g5

Language Arts

Math

Cufral Enrichment

Vocational Education

Pm-Ki_ndevgnrlen ] . i -
and Kindergarten il 3, Rﬁqulu term - summor Torm E:
) . Welghted Estimate:
. omer s . lenrmmuxpmdlmr! - $6,768,87% |
: . 177+ Sumimer term axpendlture $ 712,750

*Excluding Portiend

CHART 29 ’
PORTLAND

Percent of Public Schoot Project Ex di by Major | ional Areas in State of Oregon®
. .
Parcent of Expenditures

Reading

Language Arts

*

Math

Cuttural Enrichment

Vocational Education

Pre-Kindergarten
1nd Kindergarten

Regular term Summer term [:]

Other ’ Regular term expenditure $1,668,8668
Summer term expenditure S 125,060

*Excluding Portland

L
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- DA IR N > . B .
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Percant of Public School Students Receiving Support Services, Portland
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CHART 32
* " Expenditures for Support Services Provided Tiyq | project Students
* LEA Projects—portiand Excluded
Regular term smsmeme Summer term asm—
- | 4 Weighted Estimates: A '
4 mg;egular term expenditure 437,412
‘ Summer term expenditure 112,132
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PORTLAND
Expenditures for Support Services Provideg Tirie | Project Students
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LEA Projects CHART 34

Porttand Excluded Tvmf;' School Personnet Employed with Title | Funds
60 L - Regular term S term
’ Weighted Estimate: ’ '
50 Regular term personnet 2,074 FTE 1,262
Summer Term . 998 FTE 8607.
40 - ‘
30 A ‘ -
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Teaching . 3
. N
T CHART 35
PN . Types of School Personnel Employed with Title ) Funds PORTLAND
1 , .
60 .| Regular term .  Sumnier term 5
. . - Regutar term personnel 402 FTE 246
"50 . . . Summer Jefm 230 FTE 163
. T .
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TEACHING *Other: student aides: parent aides; cook; custodtan; consultant {readtng); coordinator
]

L




---D.Percent.of .Students. _Bum_lvmg Support Services:
Charts 30, 31.

< The. percentage of Title | public school students

v

receiving support services through FY 1975 -regular
term projects is most highly concentrated.in the areas
of ftransportation (10.6%) and guidance counseling
(6.03%). (See Chart 30} The remaining support services
assisted about 1-6% of the students. p)
_In the summer term, the percentage of Title | public
“school students, receiving support services is highest in
the areas of transportation (45.74%), food (23.1%),
and guidance counseling (13.99%).

Portland students received Title | funded support
services as do other public schook studenrs. The most
|mportant support service for Portland’s reguiar term
projects is social work, serving 6% of participating
‘students, witadditional support in guidance counsel-
ing (4%), and food services (3%).

- The Partland students in the summer program are
receiving simpilar support services to those of the LEA
statewide summer. program. The hlghest concentration
of students receiving support services is in thé area of
food (12.1%). Other areas with a large involvement of
students are social work (6.12%) and transportation
(8.14%).

.

E. Expenditures for Support Services: ‘Charts 32, 33.

- Support services constitute 6% of the total repo:-ted
expenditures for Title | in FY 1975. Regular term
_.expenditures of $437,412 for public school Title |
students (excluding Portland) were primariiv for yuid-
ance counseling (41%). The remaining expendif ires are

primarily transportation (8%), medical seiv.ces
(12%), ang-dttendance (8%), 23% of the expenditures
were - for Cather” services. Support services for the

summer term cost $112,132 in FY 1975, distributed
primarily, for transport}von (50.97%), food (6 54%),
and gu:dance counseling (18.16%), with 1-L% distri-
buted among other areas. (See Chart-32.)

~« Portland’s main support service expenditures are for
.social workers and guidance counselors. Regular term

" ‘spending for Portland’s Titlé.'| support services totals

5 $137,244 and only $5,296 for the summer term.

32.13% of regular and 17% of summer term expendi-

* ‘tures were for social work services, with an additional

Q
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2v3.65%f-for_ guidance counseling during the regular
term. Food services were 35.74% of support service
.expenditures in the summer term. A curriculum project
‘tabulated under “other” expended 38.42% o: e

*summer term support monies and 21.96% of tie-

‘regular term monies. (See Chart 33.)
F. Related Title | Activities: Charts 34-42.

T. The maiA types of school personnel employed
with Title | funds are teacher aides and elementary
- teachers. Over, half of the Title personnel were aides
in the regular term, closely followed by’ elementary

- a

. 0.9
- W

.

teachers. School personnel employed with Title | funds
during the summer, closely follow those of the regular
school term. The number of elementary school
teg?rs is greater (39.07%) during the summer than
durifig the regular term (25%) but the number of aides
employed is less (31.86%). More is spent in the areas of
supervision and nurses services during the summer term
than the regular term. (See Chart 34.)

Portland teflects the same pattern as other school
districts. Portland also employed student aides during
the summer term, accounting for a large percentage of

the "“other’’ category on Chart 35.

2. Teacher and teacher aide in-servicg for Title |
projécts showed a 2% decrease during the regular term
and an 11% increase during the sumrher term-for FY

* 1975 .as compared to FY 1974. The common fodes of

instruction used are on-the-job training, workshops,
college credit coursework, and information exchange
meetings. (See Chart 36. )

3. Parent membefship in Title | Parent Councils

- increased 5% between FY 1974 and FY 1975 in regular

term and increased 6%. summer sterm. Membership of
teachers and other decreased 4%, with the percentage

of members from school administration remaining

constant the regular term, agd decreasing in the
summer term G%Jw(See Chart 37.)

4. The pert nt of districts that repcst they have
changed or /altered’ the -regular term instructional
program a%’a result of regular term Title | projects
dramatlcafly increased from 49% in FY 1972 t0.60% in
FY 1973 then dropped to 51% in FY 1974 and 40% in
FY 1975. The impact of summer term Title | projects
on the regular term instructioral program cont’i.nugd
the trend with reported changes rising from 21% in FY
1972 to 61% in FY 1973 and -dropping to 45% in FY
1974 and 40% in FY 1975. (See Chart- 38.) .

5. The number of LEA's absorbing Title | program ‘

costs into their local budgets, freeing Title | funds for

new programs, increpsed 8% in the regular term, from
10% in FY 1973 to 18% in FY 1974. The summer term
showed a decrease of 12%, from 18 to 6%. (See %har.t
39:) . ¢~

6. Newspapers, blulletins, newsletters, and letters
home -to parents continue to be the most common
methods used for disseminating project information.
During regular school term, conferences and visitations
were most often used (27%). During summer months,
the newspaper (17%) and letters to parents (17%) were
relied on for dissemination of information. (See Chart

40.) ) : ) 5

7. The effectiveness of the Local Parent and Com-
munity Planning Committees seemed to be good (53%

during the regular term and 50% during the summer\/

term). The area project directors indicated these

’

.
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CHART 36

-- Teacher and Teacher Aide In-service for Title | Projects

\

Siatewide tatals (including Partland)

174
NO 74

No Response 3

4

Regular School Year

Common Modes of Instruction

1. On-the-job Training

2. Workshops

3. College Credit coursework

4. Information Exchange meetings

Regular

In-service 1975 1974 1973 1972
Yes 69% 71% 67.1 63%
No 31% 29% 329 37%

- All Portland Projects report
in-service for Title | personnel.

Statewide totals (including Portland)
YES 31 .

NO - 15

No Response 0"

Summer School

B
Summer
e
1975
67.4% Yes
33.6% No
Summen.
Inservice 1974 1973 1972
Yes 56.25% . 55.2%  62.22%
No .  43.75% 44.8% 37.78%

56

-41-

One of the three Portland summer
programs reports no in-service
training program (33 3%)




iy CHART 37
Commu nity. Involvement

o Composition of Local Parent Councils o
: - ’ * |
‘ Statewide totals (including Portland)

. Statewide totals {(including Portland)

Parents 2,431 _ Parents 764
Teachers 521 Teachers - 130
Administrators 417~ ‘ ' . Administrators - 87
Other . -, 188 B Othex - 34
Vi . . , _
Regular School Year ‘ ' o 3 Summer

9.6% /Other

-

] T'eé'éhe.'sl

/~"" Teachers . ' & 16%
h - 0, . :
Parents 4% e ‘

*67.2%

Weighted Estimate: ° ' : ] \ Weighted Estimate: e
3,076 members in local * 1,294 members in local Parent Councils
parent councils  * . ~ Not including Portland

Not including Portland '

Regular School Year _ . Summer 1975 1974 1973 1972

1976 1974 1973 1972 | |

Parents 67.2% 62.45% 70.3% 61.14% . Parents 70.9%

Teachers 15.4% 16.92% 14.2% 15.88% Teachers 16.0%

Admin 12.3% 12.59% 10.2% 12.73% Admin 9.6%

Other - 4.9% 8.02% 5.3% 10.25% | Others 3.4%

-

""*N's are Weighted Estimates

'_ -42-
.. 57




CHART 37-A B |
Community Involvement ' N

Composition of Local Parent Councils

PORTLAND

Regular Summer

Teachers
9.9%

Parents
75.5%

" Parents
82.8%

A81 members in local parent councils ™ 368 members in local parent councils
for regular program B for summer program

98

.43-




L

Statewide totals (including-Portland)
Changed 103 ° '
No Change 133

No Response 14

Regular School Year
. Y

Changed '
Programs .
405% | No Change

54.0%

No Response

CHART 38 -

o

Percent of LEAs That Have Changed or Altered the
Regular Instructional Program as a Result of Title |

Statewide totals (including Portland)
Changed 15
No Change 23
No Response 8

Summer

Changed
Programs
32.6%

No Change
.51.2%

Types of program changes:

1. More emphasis on diagnosing of problem

areas :
2. More individualized instruction

- 3. Specialized training for teachers in

methods of instruction g
4, Employment of Reading Specialists

\

Longitudinal Data

q

Regular Sc¢hool Year
1975 1974
Changed programs 40.5% 51%

_No change . 54.0% 49%

No Response 5.4% -

1973 1972
60.4% 48.52%
-30.8% 29.41%
8.8% 22.07%

Summer School Year
1975 1974 1973 1972
32.6% 45.71% 60.9% 20.60%
51.2% 54.28% 33.3% 17.52%
16.2% -- '5.8% 61.88%

In the Portland regular school year
program three of the four programs
reported changes as a result of .

"~ Title'I- One program-made no-——-- - .- . .

response.

59"

.44-

In the Portland summer school year
program two of the three programs
reported chenges as a result of

... Title | One program made no '
response. T



CHART 39
Percent of School Districts
That Have Absorbed Title | Program Costs into Local Budget,
Freemg Federal Funds for New Title | Projects

' Statewude totals (including Portland) Statewide Totals (including Portland)

Absorbed 26 Absorbed 4

Not Absorbed 206 Not Absorbed 31

No Response 18 - No Response- - 11— R
Regular School Year Summer

b3

6.7% . S
No Response _ -20.9%
L -~ +No Response

: T e
R *y 'y =F \ ' ) - -
' ~ s wp ' u@ ’Year Term : ;
" T :r:gg Ye"s"." f‘{ o] - 9.3% - L ¢ v
‘ R “No- . GQ.B% AR
v _ S o 3 A ¥ _,s",' i
) R ; No Resp_?nsg-? 209;6 PSS /!k .
- _ Yoy LA TR NN T N AP ; oL
i o S T -'“v?"'@"" L s ¢ 7 e VRN
: B L Long;;udl al Compansons‘ _ 4 ¥ : S
- —_ A ;{L’ » ¢ < - ,‘"—” s — £ e
Regular School Year. * © 7 ,- = «- % % " f IRy Summer Scho | Year * . . =
1975 1974 . 1973&1972 ; S .1975 19247 1973 1972° A
Yes 10.8%.18" 33% 10.8% 7. 35%. o 9:3% 6.25% “18.4% .3.09% '\ A
No 82.4% 81 66% 77,9%84.70% . A& 69'8% 93.75% A/5.9% 28.86% - -
Mo Response - 6.7% * ]1\?% 27 95%. A :‘\’ . 20.9% - ‘,,15 7% 68. 05% -
o . r\ *. ;'J i 4( . .v' -
In the Portland regular sc‘nool.year el In‘the'Portlihd sﬂmr,ger sc'hb year e
program three of the four | programs . ) -one of the three pragramis re d
reported absorbtion of- Title abso:‘btlon of Title | _program costs
program costs into local,budgets . mto Idcal budge'ls-eTwo pr‘bgrams made -~
One program made no response. ° ", V no response . . h -
— . L . N Lo iy R :._?:v v
2 T i
S % HPE (Fe
? '?,(\f‘\ / > ;
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sy

Regular
3 B .

Conference
Visitation
27%

Bulletins .
Newsletters
15%

=+ ™ *Radio/Television

— Newspa%r o
7+ Letters to parents
RS I
Miscellaneous

¥ SN

5%
15%
15%
18% -

61

46

Nl

S jHARTw .
Media and Techniques Used for Dissemination of Project Information

s Summer

Conference
Visitation
10% .

Bulletins
. Newsletter
14%

*Radio/Television
Newspaper
Letters to Parents
Miscellaneous

3%
17%
17%
37%



CHART 41 :
Effectiveness of Local Parent and Community Planning
~° Committees as Viewed by Project Directors
M e e e e e e e e v e vem e

B

Summer

¢
' : AR .
" *Effective in some areas: * : *Effective in some areas:
Planning and Evaluation : - Planning and Evaluation .
_Needs Assessment : ' Needs Assessment’
Communication Communication
Involving parents ’ Involving parents
-~ - ‘ R 1
\
< ’
-47- °
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CHART 42

o N\ . . ... [Percantof LEA Expenditures to Districts

Equipment for
Instruction
13%

Salaries
29%

Teaching .'
Materials
26%

At o o ‘, (Portland Included) S :
ey e s pere uvw e ee "“""’""""""|ﬂ'Additi0|’l"tU'TiﬂB"'|’Fun'dg"”""'""'""“"'”" (4

e

LEA Expenditures $845,140

*Clerical assistance, telephone, postage

P
7

) committees were most effective in planning and evalua-
tion, needs assessment, communication, and involving
parents. (See Chart 41.)

8. The LEA's expenditur.és to districts, in addition
to the Title | funds, tends to be in the areas of salaries -

: 48
o . 63

1
Salaries
33%

Equipment for
- Instruction
21%

Teaching
Materials
25%

LEA Expenditures $86,063

*Snacks, Milleage

{29% for regular term, and 33% in the summer term)
and teaching materials {26% in the regular term and
25% in the summer term). The other two areas, fixed
charges and equipment for instruction, receive support
from the LEA in addition to the Title | funds also. (See
Chart 42.) ' ’

.



. - CHART43 |
__G.NONPUBLIC INVOLVEMENT
INTITLEIFY 1975

NONPUBLIC STUDENT PARTICIPATION IN TITLE | FY 1975

Grade Level Kf1]12 ]34 )]5 |67 |89 1011112 TTL
LEA-Regular - | 43137 ( 87| 90 {113 {110723|17]|20{13| 6| - 659
LEA—Summer - | 16| 20| 12| 4 4| 8} -] 2| - -12]- 68
Portland—Regular - | 22{ 28] 30| 32| 34| 42|29(27] -| - |- |- 244
Portland—Summer 41 25] 24| 24| 22| 21| 161916} -} - -} - 17

TOTALS .| 4106|209 |153 | 148 |172 (176 71|62 (2013 | 8 | - [1,142

TITLE | STUDENTS BY MAJOR INSTRUCTIONAL AREAS

o "
. ¥ ,gfo /\ sfa F /3 jf
£ (868858 B[hd ¢

AR AR L VA NS T 9

Number of Students J o
LEA—Regular 536 80 - -2 - | 13 .
LEA—-Summer 64 10 22 - - \ - 22
Portland—Regular | 239 | 175 | 104 N )
gortland—Summer 171 160 133 144 | - Co- -
TOTALS * 1010 | 425 | 259 | ‘144 | - | 13 | 22

EXPENDITiJRES IN MAJOR INSTﬁUCTIONAL AREAS

& &
A4 & & ~ 3
.S & s $
. & eésoé S . @ P $ § 8 .
. N \ & O é’ e $ > & 5 é é
&/ S¥.¢ 'Y & .8
Qs‘? S /&FFE/ I< & Efs/ &
Instructional Areas L
Y LEA—Regular . 108:634 7,802 - - - Not - 116,436
: Co Costed
; _ Qut
: LEA—Summer 6218 0 | 138 | - "} o [-408 | 8306
Portland—Regular | 22,922 / 9,395 | 5,828 5 - T . | 3848
Portland-Summer 4,025 \ 1,672 1,55_%’ 1,074 - ' - -k 8,329,
TOTALS 141,799 | 19,169 | 8,766 | 1,074 - . | 408 | 171,216

64




CHART 44 . . ,
NONPUBLIC INVOLVEMENT- ;- U S

INTITLE | FY 1975

STUDENT INVOLVEMENT IN SUPPORT SERVICES

(4 Q\ / S
o « S/ 5
& &/ S/ &/ F
‘ - ép e&/ s eé S & /¥ &
* &/ 8 /55/88/ S/ 3 £/ 88T &
A4 iy oS/ ~ & A ot/ O
LEA-Summer 12 28 6 16 16 2 4 44 12
. 30 - .

Portland—Regular

12 28 6 16 | 16 32 4 44 - 12

TOTALS
’
? - -8 -
7 ) ’
2N
EXPENDITURES IN SUPPORT SERVICES
v &/ 8
& & ¥ ¢ &y
& o & S & g
' ¥ &I @ a &y < @ ~ <?
S/ 3 /8SEE & F & [P & ¥
v_-b' S /S ds’ é’P Q"? RS o,é' faqé' & ‘oj‘ d’é O§ &55’
LEA—Summer 54 | 90 | 172 |- 58 | 144 46 | 276 | 288 | - 144 1,272
Portland-—-Regular 3,082 3,082
TOTALS 54 | 90 | 172 | 58 {"144 1 3,128 | 276 | 288 | - 144 | 4354
A




RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS ~

S S S S

District Participation in Title I, ESEA
Districts. not using Title | Funds

Result: ,

4
1. Sixty-one school districts did not use FY,1975

TFitle | money. This is eight more districts than
the 53 districts that did not participate in FY
194 "and 23 more than the 38 nonparticipating
districts in FY 1973. The percent of nonpartici-

- pating districts has risen from 11% to 18% over a
three-year périod.

2. Forty of the nonparticipating dlstncts had’ alloca-
tions of $4999 eor less. Twenty-oné -of the
distriags had larger allocations, rqngfng from
$500 td over $30,000.

3. Fifty-eight of the 61 districts enrolled less than
499 children in the school system. ~

»
Conclusions:

There appear to be two main reasons for nonpartici-
pation by school districts. -
** 1. Small allocations which make it difficult to
develop a program.
2. Small school districts where frequently there are
few personnel who could devote time to writing
the Title | application, evaluation, etc. .

Selection of Student Participants
Resqits:

Children grade level and above, as measured by
achievement tests, are perhaps being served in Title |
pro;ects

Conclusion:

Project personnel must design instructional pro-
grams thaot remedy the assessed . needs of the
educationally disadvantaged students in the dis-
trict’s target schools. Title | guidelines call.for:
assessment of student needs; programs and perform-
ance objectives designed to meet these needs; and an
evaluation that determines whether or not these
needs are met. Guidelines also specify that educa-
tionally dlsadvantaged students be placed on a
priority list with those_ served first being those who
have the greatest need.

Answering the following ciuestions may help project
personnel to improve pragram planning:

1. Is the needs assessment accurate and up to date?

ERIC. 66

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

2. Are performance objectives keyed to the need?

Or to the vehicle to reach the nged? Orto both?.

3. Do projects serve students with the most severe
educational needs as a top priority?

Though the data is inconclusive and cannot be
treated as conclusive, it does provide indication that
districts must look at their student selection to
insure they meet Title | guidelines and are in
compliance with Oregon law.
N LY

Title | gﬁidelines identify educationally disadvan-
. taged children as ‘‘one to two years below grade
level.”” Oregon Administrative Rules indicate, “Tests
of intelligénce ability, achievement or aptitude shall

not be used as the sole criterion for placement of

students in educational. groups or tracks.”

Each-district should develop student selection cri-
teria in accordapce with Title | guidelines and
Oregon Administrative Rules. '

' District Performarce Objectives o

- N
»

Result: BT

{
An analysis of district peiformance objectives indi-

cates that students are usually expected to demon-
- strate achievement on a test rather than through the

performance of specific skills or beha\uors in actual

situations. . .

" Conclusion:

Written tests are used. because federal Title |
legislation requires standardized test scores to meg-
sure achievement. Districts should consider supple-
mentmg these tests with‘performance indicators of
task and/or skill competency. These perforsance
indicators may show student progress more =ffec-
tively and sprovide more specific information for
program planning and design. While pmformance
objectives must continue to be written in asur-
able terms, achievement tests alone may K)‘t&mea-

sure student growth accurately, since the disadvan-:

taged student population do not usually perform
well on standardized tests.

Result: - ) . N

Analysis “of dWgrict performance objectivegealso
shows that the majority of Title | students amed
the objectives at a 100% success Jevel in both regular
and summer terms.

Conclusion:

Student success in achieving district performance
objectives could be measured more accurately if a
better selection of instruments were available, and if

N .



assessed needs, student selection and performance

“"objectives were consisterit with each othief.
Needs Assessment and Project Focuy

Result:
” L Y
Some districts mistakenly submit needs as their
performance objectives; further, these ?assessed
needs often focus on district rather than student
needs. The following LEA pr.oiect statements may
reflect school rather than student needs:

1. Need for cooperation and understanding by
teachers and parents of educationally disadvan-
" taged students. .
2. Need for -success in first and second grade
classroom performance in basic skill areas.
3. Need for individualized instruction to improve
classroomgpr‘oductivity.
4. Need for early diagnosis and remediation of basic
skill deficiencies. '

Conclusion:

‘ State Title | guidelines speg:ify student educational
need as the primary concern of Title | projects.
Although school needs are integral to the delivery of
services to students, direct help to students in their
area of need is the special emphasis of Title l.

. Instruction
Result: . . B~

The trend seems to-be toward a concentration of
- effort on reading instruction. '

Conclusion:

Reading achievement is assessed as a primary ed ..

tional ‘need in the nation and may certainly be the
primary need in Oregon. However, some COregen
districts have begun to find that needs assessments

' reveal math skills as a primary need, and afe
developing math projects to meet this need. This
=~ reinforces the Title .| guideline which, calls for
regular §tudent needs assessments to provide infor-
mation for project design and instructional program

4 planning.
- Cognitive and Affective Gain
Results:

The subsamples with student achievement data are
too small to use for generalizations or predictions.
There are some indications, however, that the areas
of cognitive and affective gain should be noted for
further investigation.

-~ |

Q

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~

Result:

“Note:

. &

P

The gmall subsamples indicate that Title | students
make cognitive gains of 1 to 1.3 months in grade
level achievement for each month of instruction (as
measured by standardized tests). ’

Aff:ctive gains are difficult to measure. Anecdotal
.and observation data indicate positive growth in
affective areas. However, student attendance records
and testing instruments do not report student gains
in affective areas—either in self-concept or in atti-
tude toward school, i

Conclusion: | .
Success in school is an assessed need in most Title |
projects because it is directly related to cognitive
and affective gains. Continued attention must be

' given to designing’ projects which not only reme-
diate skills but provide learning environments which
stimulate positive feelings and attitudes. *

Resuit: g .
. &l
An estimated 15% of the testing scores, used to
measure FY 1975 projects used a pretest which in
no way corresponded to the' post-test.

anclusion:

Gain »scores are extremely difficult to statistically
analyze. Gain scores measured from two entirely
diFferent tests are not usually valid. Districts need-to
be more attentive to selection of pre- and
post-testing. . . & ’

Result: : .
In a few instarices children performed according to
their estimated ability potentials.

Conclusion: -

Ability potentials are estimated by teachers, us'ing
observation, report cards and achievement data. The
results may have indicated -that the '‘Law of
Expectation’’ was' not in operation during the FY
1‘975 year.

Parent Participation

~ . ,

The total participation of parents on Parent Coun-
cils in.FY 1976 was 67% in the regular term and
70% in the summer term, compared to 62% and .
64%in FY 1974.

"
e 4,

W

. & ‘
State Title | guide‘ines mandate a high percentage of



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

cer

.

parent membership, specifying that “more than @

simple majority” of Title 1 Parent Councils be
parents. Guidelines also specify that Parent Council
members be involved in all levels of needs assess-
ment, project planning, visitation, and evaluation.

- State Educational Objectives

Result: .
Title | proje'cts, in servingassessed needs of stu-
dents, also attend to instructional priorities of the
State Board of Educajion and the adlucational
objectives of the Division of Compensatory

» Education.

Conclusion:

'.1 Many State Board of Education pfiorities and

Compensatory Education objectives are relevant

to the assessed needs bf school districts.
2. Title |
educational system that attempts to make equal
educational opportunity available to all students.

Neglected and Delinquerlu Children

‘Result: _ -

Fourteen percent or approximately 679,80 Orqgon
children are under the care of Children

educated in the public schools
L
Conclusions: . N

Oregon school staff need to become alert to the fact
that more than 10% of their students are also being

served by CSD. Many of these children with life

problems.may also have learning problems,
0

projects are part of a well-conceived

Services '
Division (CSD). The majority of these children are

The following Attorney General

relevant:

Is & school district required to admit into its schools

children who have been placed in a child-caring
agency certified by the Children’s Services Division
under ORS 418.240 and located within the district,
but who were placed in such agency from outside
the district? .

Yes. -

If such-a child is unable to attend school, at least
without danger to himself or others, must he be
otherwise provided with instruction by the school

dvstr/ct under ORS 339. 030(4)?
]

under the statute thatsa ehlld meets the- cntena for

such mstructlon : . . ,
’ [4

“Is it the district where the (:hi/tf-cdring agency is
located or the district of the child’s prior residence
which may -place a qualifying child in a special

educational program under ORS 343.66¢, 343.221
or 343 5097

The district where the child-caring agency is located.

If the district where the agency is located places a

child in a special education program referred to in
the third question is it, rather than the district of
the child’s prior residence, entitled to such reim-

-bursement as the state may prowde for such

programs?

"Yes. (Attorney-General Opinion 7175)

o

Legal opinions held redirect emphasis to solve

problems, however, human compassion and-under--

standing are prime prerequisites to the solution.

opinions are

Yes, |f the district school oard 'iias determmed.




APPENDIX |
CHART 45

EXPENDITURES BY GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION

Approved Approved Approved Approved TOTAL AMOUNT
.-Expenditures Expenditures | Expenditures Expenditures Approved for
‘ for COOPS for N&D's Year-Round Expenditure
‘ EAST ' . ‘
er $-119584 | $ $ $ $ 119,584
Crook —~~ ~ 60917 — - 60,917
Deschutes 145,016 N 2,200 . 147,216
Gilliam 9,697 ’ 4 9,697
Grant 15,202 15,202
Harney 16,110 16,5635 32,645
Hood River I 453805 45,805
Jefferson © 69,492 69,492
Klamath 266,343 266,343 .
. Lake - 30,555 22,469 53,024
Lincoln 161,061 R 161,061
Malheur . 233,500 - 233,500
. Morrow 27 541 - 27 541
B . Sherman a 20,525 - 20,525
. Umatilla 148313 2,660 < 150,973
Union- 40,291 . 3,237 43,528
Wallowa 11,432 10,080 a 21,512
Wasco 79 997 - 79 997
Wheeler 7.271 . 7,271
1,488,127 69,609 8,097 1,565,833
WEST )
.
Benton 157,194 12,435 . 2,271 171,900
Clatsop 129,214 VE 129,214
‘ Columbia 130,139 ’ ) 130,139
" Coos 333,238 2,490 335,728
Curry 75,843 . ¢ . 75.843
. : Douglas 397,812 . 2,050 - 399,862
CE Jackson 580,539 1,379 581,918
Josephine 307,293 K j 307,293
Lane 1,070,225 . 34395 7,013 B 1,111,633
Linn 400,612 20,846 3,000 : 424,458
Marion 934,389 17.474 ~2769 954,632
Polk = 165,088 . 165,088
Tillamook 107,115 < n 107,115
Yambill 307,090 5,461 312,551
, ' 5,095,791 85,150 26,433 5,207,374
" METRO. '
Clackamas 639,539 7,279 46,494 693,312 -
Multnomah 488,469 . 4,023 44,169 536,661
. -Washington 500,737. 20,054 862 - 521,653
. 1,628,745 20,054 12,164 90,663 1,751,626
PORTLAND | 2,307,503 | .- | 7123 | | -2314626 |
TOTALS | $10520,166 | $174873 | 53817 | soo63. | -si08a459 |
. 4
A v
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CHART46

\ Percent of Public School Students ‘Participating in Title ! by Grade‘ Level
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PERCENT OF STUDENTS IN MAJOR INSTRUCTIONAL AREAS

R Reading l-

Language
Arts

WAITY PP TV B AN BRI Y v iy

Mth and s 110.70%
Science X
8 Ol
. . )
Kinder, g1 92%
N EE
6.71%

5% 0% 15% O 20%

GEOGRAPHIC COMPARISON-REGULAR SCHOOL YEAR
Excluding Portland '

WEIGHTED ESTIMATE 25,484

B B% A% 455 504

Percent of Students
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CHART 49 o
PERCENT OF STUDENTS RECEIVING SUPPORT SERVICES
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CHART 50
'PERCENT OF EXPENDITURES FOR SUPPORT SERVICES ‘
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' | APPENDIX II

. PART B:' - MEASUREMENT OF MAJOR OBJECTIVES
. . First Objective
OREGON BOARD OF EDUCATION Compenmatory Education :
942 Lancaster Drive NE . Titte !, ESEA 1-:A Restate each perf bjective a3 per your application; include criteria for messurement.
Sslemn, Oregon 87310 . .
Title |, ESEA Evaluation Report .
\ .
™ Oate -~ =
PART A: IDENTIFICATION . . 1B No.of ) '
Children ) : )
1. Name and Pasition of Person Completing the Report Fully achieved the ion as stated in objective. { 100%)

Achieved 75-89% of the expectation ss stated in the objective. (75-99%)

. Achieved lém than 75% of tha expectation a3 stated in the objective. (76%-)

2. School District Name, No.. and Address

Total ) .
T - .
. 1.C Check: The measurernent data is reported in item(s) 2-A, 28, 2.C of
o - y e it [J2a. (J28. (J
4. Project Title T ; T 10 Makea relative to achi or hi of the stated objective.
] . . {How do you analyze the results?)
A
5.  State Project Number :
- . I )
6. School Term Reported A ___Regular Only B —__Summer Only *
{1 both summer and regulir, submit separate reports.) '
7. Wasita Cooperative Project? D Yes D No . . .
Number of Districts in Cooperative Project
]
“~
B1:581-2316 Rev.4:72 . . g )
. . N .
- A
PART B: MEASUREMENT OF MAJOR OBJECTIVES ’ PART_B: MEASUREMENT OF MAJOR OBJECTIVES
Second Objective . . » Third Objective ,
1.A Restate each performance objective as pef your application; inctude criteria fof measurement. 1.A Restate each performance objective as per your application; include criteria for measurement.
14

1.8 No.of .

Children .

18 No.of
.. Fully achieved the expectation as stated in the objective. | 100%} Childeen
4 .
_____ Achreved 75 99%, of the expectation a3 stated in the objective. {75 99%) —— Fully achieved the expectation at stated in the objective. {100%)
e
e Achieved less than 75% of the expectation as stated in the objective. (75%} Achieved 7599% of the expectation a5 stated in the objective. (7589%)
. — Total ‘ -——w Achieved less than 75% of the expectation as stated in the objective: {75%.)
C — ———Total

1.C  Check: The measurement data is reported in iternis) 2A, [ 128, rj? C of

this report. . -

1c Check: The measurement data is reported in item(s} 2A, 28, 2.C of

° ) . this repoft. . D -
1D Make a trelative to ac 1t or non of the stated objective.

{How do you analyze the results?} .

. 1D Mokea relative to or-non-achi of the stated objective.
Srmmmmasmmms o meeas s T e (How do you analyze the rewults?) T B
e e e O s e ~ -
) ~
O —_— N
a - T
. SR T T T T T T e e
. <.

ERIC &1 .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



. °
4
Ttem 224 Standardized schievemnent test scorws used to detarmine project resuits. . Item 2B Stenderdized | other than achi tasts used for objective evidence
. of project results. v
Form Date .
I . Form Date
Name of Pre-test
Form Date
Form Date
- h)
Name of Post-test
[k 4 {5) (6} : . .
Indicate Student -] Pre- Post- Difference) o
8y Name or Grade Potential Test Test in Score (1) {2) ' 3 - {4
Code Number | Levet |  (Circle One) Score | Score +or- . List the Child L Pre- Post- Differsnce
Name or Code Test Yest inScores
L LA A HA H . . Number . Scores Scores $or.
A . L LA A HA H ' A
L LA A HA H .'
L LA A HA H
i . .
L LA A HA H o,
¢ . * - -
L LA A HA W |- ’ ' . 1 .
L LA A HA H ’
L LA A HA H . o
L LA A HA H - . )
L LA A HA W - .
L tA A HA H , '
» e
L A HA H L
a . , s .
L LA A HA H . .
. s L LA A HA H
L LA A HA H*
. . &, -
. L LA A HA ' H
) - i L LA A HA H )
A HA H
request from the State Title | office.}
. ) B fif additionat forms are needed, piease request from the State Titie § Otfice.}
A . .
) - X -
. P
PARTC: STATISTICAL INFORMATION ,
i ttem 1A L icatad number of children by grade levels particwpsting in the project. '
. o m o _an i 2
No. of Pubiic No. of Public
. School Children i School Children
. © | Grade Level Participating Grade Level Participating
. . ’ PreK . | Grade 7
. . - i - Kindergarten Grade 8
- — .t
. , . - Grade* ) Grade 9
o \ . | Grade2 B Grade 10 :
v . N Eude 3 Grade 11
¢ ' - Grade 4 Grade 12
. . -
N Grade 5 . Totat
Grade 6 LS
x " ltem 1.8 The numbar of weeks the project actually op%med. - Weeks
RSN N :i ’ . . ) iwm 1-C Expenditure for parent invot t$
" . No. of parent partici
' Item 1.0 Expenditure for in-service for Title | stat! §
B . . —
‘W? ’ . No. of Title | Staff provided in-service °
. , - b T
' o Item 1.E Exéﬂdimlu {from"budget account line items: *
/ . 4 00 _ e i e BOO
» v 1 \ .
;e 2(!), t
% . v e e e e - — S
. -
. : *DO NOT INCLUOE LINE ITEMS FROM SERIES 200, 300, 400, 500, 200, snd 1000. These
line itams are to be distributed sppropristely in Item 1G pege 8 and/or item 1D pege 10,
. A . X .
L. ' . ‘ . - " - ¢ .
O R G e
ERIC - ..« o, |
' ' . ; ‘ N

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: o
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P [ | 1 .
" 8 8
- lk_ & - P 8 .ﬂg N
| L 1} S :
. . . R @ & Z|ew | [ & 2] -
twm 1-F Number and Clapification of P wloyed with Titlet Funds .~ —-7- % * T .
. lg - . 3 - <
Type Number of Parsonnel _ * 3 i }y
% - ) ) : = - b= [
Towl o -
- 7 ]
Teaching-Prekindergarten., R i 2 - g el
Toaching—Kindergartan {3~ 7~ : - ’ -
. ) R . o g
Thing-ggrentey | - - s
T Teaching—Secondery _ - e
Tesching—Handicapped Children o o .
~ “ L
7, Teacher Aides £ . - g
" Laien . 2 3 o ff e
" Librarian Aids., N g - -
L] g Z w 2] w |
Supervision
.. - Counselity . i‘ . . ’
Taiing o ’ .8 — \
SocislWork ; . % o . ~
I : i o 3 TITTET ;
— . ” g . V1
Nurm Y s Sy HE . i
- o ) ) N
) Physician i . i R , 3| (1°
T e W al NN af
- Dental Hygieolst - _F E o
Clerical o R 5 § 111 I g Tl
. * K] HEHLE F !1 :
Owwr (Specify) - } s § g 1l IR 3 s
S IR |l R T
g . ’ & o 3 3| 3 ' 3
. oz g § HOFEE & \ i EE %% 1 k
- T ? gi--’*‘ | 2 . ugfaqax:ig 3 g é
. ' . -
’ ToTALS . R O £ i{l 2 I ikl
*Bus driver, caok, conultant, community sgent, graphic artist, etc. |~ | ~ oo | B .
f‘ﬂ.g'w .m Guldetinesynd Instructions for Titie | ESFA. . . . “,I g T ,
o T ’ S SN s§ L -
v . , .. . . s34 234
A - e gg; _‘ gg g
> LT ‘e 8 | & @ Fe o [ < X -
‘ P : , O fu
! \ T
N - . o N oL .; = , { o, |
S o . s ol ) ' 2. ;
PART O/ SELECTED INFORMATION FOR NONPUBLIC SCHOOL INVOLVEMENT 1 .t ! A . . A
Ytam 1R Lor 3 only for participating students from bli sdu;ols o - |: & . -
P * : ‘ - .- l
TR : ;,
i . {3) ' . | v
. - 2 TIME OF DAY_ o i \! | o ] L
icipati Fogul . g g
. Grage | Lo ol Sthool | Before Atr Week. | £ 1E q
.-~ Level Stidents _._Day_ Schoo! __School | _ ends mer__| 5~ | j: 3~
‘#E (4T3 S T Y S - EEREANE | 3
e Kind. _. - P S - ' | i N
e e ! E s * J . . ‘{ g 9
IR iﬁ‘-‘w Friith =11 e
PR SRS S S d 3 & 4 ! - HE - §
N 5 w ! | ‘ ol 2 :
- + - 2
S B 5
g 3|z . 1} 16 K
Bt |- Loy by 3|
0 31 g . '
“ : - PEE 2| o)
. otals § . 3 41
T T 1. i . !
ltem 1-8  Enter Wie nlimber of blic school students participating in programs located on: ¥ ‘ = =8 S
. v - : i 3
R ' Fublic scifgol grounds only » § L v _ 1
Nonpublicischoo! grounds oﬂ:‘yoo' por E ; 5
Both publit and nonpublic ac grounds ; : |
\ O‘t’hcrwmmwbhcw blic school grounds % f& ! s fﬂ 5
. ‘ ltem 1 w«Q nonpubli cho personnel involved in mnm/punqingmd reporting? ~ g l z
AN e . . . . M £ . . |
Yes f'no, explsin -
T TEm e : T HE A 4 I3
> M § o 3 3 E ‘ g
' a > = 5. g 4 A 3-
. - » . R g g s i
. B : ; Jil
o : — B z 3 u 5 k wi
' .« ! N~ e g 3 g ° gs ‘
’ . ’ 5 gl 2izlelely

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




PARTE: PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS 7 : s , PART F: o L Lg\h
. Toom 1A If your LEA sugmenithd your Title
) L - to ¢oncent umuﬁm ), Qn selectad
Item 1A 4Rlputthtmn'iulmoo:hia|o'th'locdp.rmllﬂeommun(rvpl"mh\'m . . dollar, * $e 3 ¢
P - mitwe and date of committes meetings by entering the number of participants behind e S e
N nd\au’w: . .
o ' ) : The expenditure
Parents . ' Dther {Specity} T

’ Toechers

lwm1  Community involvermant

b e . d &
| LEA tunds was for:  {check thom that apply) v

Other (Spocify')

Sataries g !
. S

Teaching Matorials (.

A L . ) . | ing Datas . = )
‘ . ‘ ’ FixedChargas "¢ . - : e
~ " - - K
’-/ e 1-B How effective was the inee? : : ) . ot for Iristnjcti . ,
T . a, . o . R I
| B R & e P ——— L .
; e e e iteh2  -LEA changes )
* o I e —— Item 2.A Aumﬁﬁ\ﬂmﬁugl‘mmhulhoLEAehumdofnumdinrmluknm- ‘
K “s — - U - tonel progrem? . i+ . .
. A L . i ‘e
L e . - - . Yn- ‘tv v NO ’ .
v, tkm2 | Insevice o B )}

14 v .

. I?’Q-A * Did your pvml’n'h;vo a teacher-teacher aide i“v:‘vnryicﬂ

o
R ) B v R ) ] .
g Yes ____ No___‘ . - . -
B4 - e . . . : -
! 2. T ‘ - "’. a . !
Item@B  }f your snswer was yes, decribe in 8 short W S +
A . " . R . o i B N

TR e i " 1um?28  Hasthe UEA local budget
CRT . . S ’ 4 thereby Telessing the Title | f
. . " 0% the Title |

T,
Ftor all the Title | program,
flerent program for the fiscal
is yes, plaase expilain;

lmn}; Attactiany materlal you might have to further Sxplain your teachertescher aide - .
. in-service. ~ B - .

> [

. . . L 4
- N . . . : : -
< ) - . 5 i " hufiman interest stories or incidents involved in your Title | project which
" ltem3. ~Dissemination . ) . Mo peiCeptuat and/or iorat changes ing from project activities.
; ' 2, . ‘ ione) pageyf itoded )
Jdtem 3A ", What methodis} of dissemindting informatstn about the Title | project was ? . k : '
- I P - - '—; B A’ ’ - v
£ - - ; ¢ A
s b - -
4 . k3 . ' 4
. i
. .. . 7 S
g : 8t )
R e — M s
-tem 38 Attach any examples of informati
¢ : - ,
“
- : .
.
N -
g . ‘v_.. oL t
. . - ' Y R
., ; . ~
' . K # K .\
L] . -
' LI s P o l"". '
‘ & ~ .
« v ) O i
=
- *. ' 9
- . .
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APPENDIX 11

A Taxonomy of Oregon Basic Educationﬁ'ocond Draft

o ; I

' . LANGUAGE ARTS &/OR j l COMPUTATIONAL & ANAYTIC SKILLS
COMMUNICATION SKILLS . ) :
1. Listening Talking-Percaiving 1 cuummion T, V.  Principles of Mathemati
A, Language systems A..Grouping by vanous characteristics - A. Numerijcal
. Varisties & b-lmgualusm B. Comparing . 1. Elementary number theory
2 Uses C. Ordering 2. Commutative, associate, distributive* . 2, Prol
3. Communication sense TR Basic ow.dom 4 laws, identity, inverse YoV ¢ 1 3. Pres
B. Motor & conceptual skills A. Estimation and approxlmmon ' 3. Rules for divisibility T end solv
1. Oral language B. Numbers, numeration, use of numbers 4. Algorithms S o char
2. Silent languaqe skills 1. “Friendliness’” for numbers 6. Exponentiation, scientific notation . Varisbl
- a. Thinking, fogic, 2, “Feeling” for numbers (large, small, B. Ratio and proportion R 1. Ider
: - reasoning - ‘ete.) . C. Algebraic . 0 2. Rel
b, Intro-personal 3. System of numeration * D. Geometric (relauonshnps in plane and R T ' 3. Con
communication 4, Patterns space) C. Data tr
H.  Listening 5. Common uses of numbers E. Logical thought processes -, 1. O
. . A. Analyze verbal com- C Computation ’ B : N : 2. Clas
‘ ; munication 1. Efficient use of ar ‘ .&_yl.,: Graphs, Stetistics, Probability, Prgd’ﬂLn - 3. Inte
. . B. Synthesize 2. Use of mechanicgl snd/or electromc Vi Measursments (primarily SI metric) D. Models
: g |E‘v«aluma oat , aids ¥ A, Estimation r 1. Pred
. React to verbal com- . : B. Space - = 2, Simy
munication 1. Problem Solving 1. Linear ‘»\ ‘ o
. P Ivi Area ~
R ; Dﬁ?:g's":a:?ngg A. Identify, verbalize and analyze problems 2. Area E. :J”c
3. Application ) B. dGattahar organize, prasent andmterpret e :ﬂ-u\stolume . . ‘ym
: . a L g .
< 1. - Spesking C. EStimate, predict D. Temperature . : . F. Use c;ff','
A. Developmental speech . . D. Choose or devise solution strategies E. Tim, . . : T ‘c',&;cg
«  B. Speech therapy . E. Computation {by hand or tool as 1 » VL. Applications ! W 2. Eect
C. lnfor'mal d'“_:”“m" appropriate] P o A. Problems relevant to students i N Ennbli:h .
, ED Public speaking . F. Evaluation, validation, checking B. Problems relevant to vocational courses : A, Sc |
: D'e.ba.te IV.  Symbolic Representation and career cluster support B' Tr::::i::
V. Reading ) A, Numerals X, Compuntaorut and Programmabje Devices c ‘Principli
. A. Word attack skills B. Operations A, Programming operational algorithms o
8. Vocablar 11l Interaction
- Yy ) C. Number sentences B. Data processing Quality of §
’ C. Comprehension & analysis » N\ R ¢ - C. Investigating mathemat-cs through the | ..,
. D. Speed ) : i i calculator < < . , A Evaluate
) ) V.  Composition &/or Wrutmg T , 4 0. Use of calculating tools . in scienc
% <y \ . Abacus). - its impd¢
A. Mechanics of writing [ , . . acu 8. Exarmi
writi - S 2 Calculator - Sxamine
1. Handwriting k . $ |
Y U . N 3. Computer : _-Perspect
2. Spe_lmg_ . f . o inforrgat
3. Capitalization N . S el & - C. Value
4. Punctuation . methoda
B. 'Forms of writing e . * . )
1. Formal s per:::nm
2. Informal ; ] - N pro e'_m
3. Creative , i . s ! d
*Type of . ) . . V) { , * ‘.
Reading Program "V . T
1-Developmental . . ;
2—-Corrective g .
~3-Remedial - SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY &/OR :
4—Enjoyment . - / CITIZENSHIP »
. i . ( T ;
N - M P 28 ! ]

l CITIZENSHIP(GOVERNMENT I

[ citizen.

e AND HUMAN RE LATlONS) ENVIRONI?IENTAL
L 1. Commiunity 1. lntovdopvndsnco of
e« o 7 1L Staw Life Systems
- " 11, Nation tl. Alternative Solutions
IV. International * to Environmental
' , Proklems -
N = . o . 1. Hyman Environments
A IV. Natural Environments
’ \) '
. 4 ’
- s
N ‘
o ' © - . )
4 - o
B. Hunt6/5/73 R .
. ' ./ . v
. ; T f
[ 4 EZ : .
Q b
. . T " N
ERIC A :
. . - ! -

f

] l CITIZEN ON THE STREETS ' l
AND HIGHWAYS
I. Rights
Il. Responsibilities
11, Skills

com*&n OF GOODS
AND SERVICES

I.  Employment and Inco
Money Management

.
I1l. Credit

IV. Purchase of Goods a
Services’

V. Rightsand Responsibi
in the Market-place




. 0 3
PERSONALJREVELOPMENT &/OR .
ICSKILLS~ - - .
T L .
' 1 | . | K
j [ ENTIFIC & TECHNOLOS:ICAL l ) HEALTHY MIND & BODY ' » I r LIFE.LONG LEARNER I
’ PROCESSES . o, - -
’ I mploying Process in Scientific Inquiry I Mental Heslth iy fl.  Plysical Health & Skills f. Human Neturs
‘ v & Problem solving ’ . Individual e A. individual . A, Commonaiities
1. Identifying 1. Self-actualization . 1. Seli-actualization B. Differences
2, Problem solving strategies .a. Self-concaot | a. Growth & develgpment C. Dignity and worth N
3. Prescriptive ropresentations for b. Valuesystem |7 b Pefionalcare I, Inter & Intra-Personal Skills
sqlving problems, schematics, tow c. Decision-making . c. Fitness . .
charts, computer progrnms d. Problem solving 1. Nutsition £ A. Comrr!unicanon
. N s . - 8. Behaviors
. Variables ~ e. Coping techniques 2. Bialogical
1. Identification . Intrapersonal skills 3. Neuromusciar fil.  Learning to Learn
. ' 2. Relationships, graphs, tables, etc. a. Communication d. Skllis A. Alternative learning techniques
: 3. Control b. Behaviors 2. Body Skills B. Fact finding
C. _Dma treatment . Community a. Movement V. Problem Solving Skills
1. Organize . Interpersonal Skills * b. Psychomotor B .
2. Classity a. Communication ¢. Control A. :‘sca'ogr:zt:,og;::’hze and
3. iInterpret, etc. .o b, Behaviors 3. Games & sports B GB"Y“ 2, anize, present and
" D. Models used for: : 2. Pluralistic Society o a. individual : inmpr;(d”m '
2 P'red‘cn‘on a. Culture b. Dual , C. Diagram, construct models,
. . 2. Simulation b. Values c. Team : ;
ST . d. Recreational relate to previousiy solved
" E. Use of leedbac(’svslems in— . . e. Lifetime Enu_logom pr:dl?lem: .
1. Controlling real and Simulatec > . B. Community D. Estimate, pr .'c" recognize .
systems 1. Disease reasonable Ilm_ns :
' -F. Use ofools of lechnologv &/or ' . a. Communicable E. Choom_ or devise solution
" dcientifi¢ instrumentation ‘ b. Noncommunicable strategies -
. . 1. Mechanical ¢. Congenital F. ;valuanonr vahdmuon,_
LR "+ 2. Elettronic . 2. Problems of abuse . interpratation of solution
) . Establish a Knowledge Base a. Drugs . V. The Helping Relstionship
' A. Scientitic assumptions b." Alcohol A. Helping
8. Theories ¢. Food B. Leadership
C. Principles, laws & facts i d. Other C. Followership
1l Interaction of Sciance, Tochnoloqy & Vi, Self-Actuslization ;
Quality of Life A, Awareness p
A. Evaluate present & proposed activity B. Valuing
in science & technology in terms of VH. Aesthetics
its impact on the.quality of life ~ A. Awareness
B. Examine scientific assumptions in the B. Exploration :
mprspective of historical & current C. Experiences - o=
information D. Skills IR
C. Valug scientific knowledge and E. Attitudes
methodology as one means of solving F. Values i
personal consumer and social
problems .
. i i
wg?‘*.‘
. nr.
. . oy ' CAREER EDUCATION
[N 4 ," ) .
l CONSUMER OF GOODS | ’(;AFiEER AW'ARENESS ) 1 l CAREER EXPLORATION I I OCCUPATIONAL I roccupA'noNAL '
AND SERVICES . PRESNATION SPECIALIZATION
I. Employment and Income B Awguposs of Self I. Career Orientation . I. s Dnvolopmut, 1. Specific Qocupationsl
11, Money Mannqcmenl IR prfc tion of Work 1. ‘Work lnumt "hands on ||. .Mool Experiances & Career JKnowiet
111, Credit i, Awirems of Occupations * experience’’ Gools 1. Emplayer-Employes
IV. Purchase of Goods and IV.. Respect for Occupational 111, Occupational Clmmcanom & lll:"'ocqlputlonal Classifications Relstionships
Services Choices Clusters . &Clusters 111. Retraining &/or New
tV. Attitudes snd Job Success Directions ’

V. Rights end Responsibilities
in the Market-place *

o e

>

IV. Elements of Occuplhonll
Decision Making : V. Work Experisnce
V. Tantative Career Choices o

’ -
- . ﬁ H ) -
| . /
S - Chart adapted from the New Minimum State Requirements for

September 22, 1972.

school graduation adopted by the Oregon Board ol@mnon

86
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e & -~ APPENDIX IV NG
¥ tatewide Expenditures . :
. AN - D e - )
& o . . @’ . -
" . 3 ‘ * .

4SADVANTAGED STUDENTS SERVED AND
§COSTS PER STUDENT 3 #

L ® eieTem SummerTem
A , S o o
Ted " ,Public_school-gnrollmenf’ : S 31,566 - 7,360-

' Nanublic'séhool enrolllme.nt g : 903 . | o 284
“TOTAL ENROLLMENT in Title Projects ~ 32,459- . 7,644

Total Costs . © " $10,458945 $1,159,150 + .

' Cost per Student o, : $3232.22 ' ®35151.64 - o

I . ’
s .
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Y e
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. o
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. -'..:}-
[ao

<' K &

: SummeF term . '

RECONCILIATIONOF EXPENDITURES -

A.
]

Expendutures Reported by LEAs on the

Evaluatuon Instrument

Regular term’ %458 945
1 159 15Q

TOTAL

)

*Expenditures for projects in neglected and delinquent institutions are not included.

1

'Tﬁé'discrepa'ncy between Columns A and'B reflects; ~__;~:‘f‘

Expenditures Projected.from Sample Cén;paréd to Fethi_erall Funds
Approved for Project Experpditure‘f: -

. $11,618,095- '

LR -.g.f L

SV -

. B.

Federal Funds Approved for Project
Expendlture . 'O@

.

TOTAL $10,839,459

A

~

g

1. Column A figures were pro;ected from the’ stratlfled vandom sample used.in co’piling the

data -for this report

2. Column B figuresdo hot reflect 'h‘temal carry -over of unexpended funds.

. s
-3 Column B figures are funds app 5y

. .. %@J—h\. : ’ ? V‘f
Ly dlture;,some of these funds were not spent.
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Y”)l
> ~ COMPILATION OF STATEWIDE TITLE | J
. , : BUDGET EXPENDITURES .
R as Reported by LEAs* . L : . _
FY 1975 L .
¢ -
» -
v tt _ ;4;1 N . . Regular School Year _ Summer Programs
Expenditure Accounts | B, Ddllars ‘ % ST Da_ﬂérs %
100 Indirect Costs  $ ‘169,016 161 .. $ 37,194 3.20
200 Instruction | 8,576,748 8200 L. 862980  7g44
300 Attendance Services Gy 44930 42 L o2 08
400 - Health Services 124919 1.19 . 18,634 1.60..
500 Pupil Transportation - 40,646 38 E 157,626 497"
600 Oper%gon of Plant . 6,121 .05 ™. 13,180 1.13
700 Maintendhc of Plant < 1,062 01 “:  8088" 'ieg
:‘é B ,l N ’ ' ) -0 s > ~ ) ’ o . ‘., u
- 800 Fixed CMBrges . vA,1502247 %,0099 | - 114,422 987
900 Food Services - 8732 -  .08- © 9235 0 g
1004, Studeflg Body - o ¥ % R o T
"Activities .. . agm / | : - T
- 5 o, U I'" - . - '. S
e g s L a
1100- Community Services 192 634 . 1.84 19,743 170
1200 Equipment ... 143913‘ o137 . 17,066 & 148

- . ¥y
4. . .  TOTAL EXPENDITURES
DR REPORTED**

o,

$1,159,150 “:-9995 .

’

o)

p

this report. The exnend|tures are thomeported ln the evalua,tuon ‘instrument and do not reﬂect

~audited figures. They are only indica of a of major, expenditures relatlve to the depr (2) q
LEAs to’ qonduct special, programs for the educaﬂonally dlsadvantaged chlld L f:u. . S

\;L .‘4:? . , . . ] - o “ ;’, ". . -_,"‘ ‘
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Selected Data Pertaining to Title |, ESEA, by County, FY 1975

Total No. TotnI;No. Total No. | - Maximum Grant Approved for No.LEAsin | Total No.
4 bf LEAs of LEAs of LEAs {includes FY 74 Project Cooperative of
“Eligible. | Participa- carry-over) Expenditures Projects? Projects3
for Title I' ting '
Baker 4 g - '3 149,257 119,584 3
Benton 12.° 12 8 . 288,105 171,900 31 79
Clackamas . 30 30 25 1,036,796 693,312 26
_ “Clatsop 6 6 6 169,154 129,214 7.
Columbia 5 5 - 5 236,363 130,139 5
Coos 6 6 5 " 456,211 335,728 6
Crook 1 1 1 70,666 | 60,917 1.
Curry -.8 8 G 130;176° - 75,843 - 6
Deschutes 4 3 3 [, 186,853.53. . 147,216 - 4
Douglas 16 "5 11 |77 775,3997%<"- 399,862 ) 12
Gilliam 3 3 2 11892.°| 9,697, 72
Grant 6 6 3 69,957 . 1 15,202 . 3
Harney 16 16 16 37,480 32,645 14-1" 3’
Hood River 1 1 1 99,376 45,805 ' 1.
Jackson 10 ° 10- LLTQ . 774,055 581,918 12
Jefferson 4 2 | 2ol - 132,737 69,492 2
Josephine 2 2 2. -.356,130 307,293 | 2
Klamath 3 3 -3 . 341,588 266,343 3
Lake 7 7 7 60,427 53,024 5-1 3
Lane . 16 16 16 1514743 |« .1,111,633 3-1 15
Lincoln - [& *1 1 1 - 224,615 161,061 1
Linn 36 35 20 644,863 424,458 2-1 21
. Malheur 15 12 9 357,129 233,500 ' 12~
‘Marion 35 35 34 1,329,321 954,632 . 62 |.- 30
" ‘Morrow 1 1 1. » . 33,148 27 541 s 14
~ Multnomah 14 14 11 3,671,678 2,851,287 19
Polk g o ° 5 5 "4 198,921 165,088 4
Sherman 6 6 1. 6 32,095 20,525 651 1 -
- - Zillamook 6. 6 | © 6 149,634 107,115 11 [
Umatilla 15 15 11 447,102 150,973 ’ "~ 13
Union 6 6 6” 96,330 43,528 8
Wallowa "5 4 4 61,269 21512 2-1 3
Wasco 9 9. | \.7 172,108 79,997 6
Washington 13 13 U 33 695,334 521,653 4.1 12
. Wheeler 3 3 N 2 . 13,110. 7271 2
7 amill ] 9 9 .9 400,827 312,551 10
TTUHTOTALS | 339 330 ‘{278 | *15,424,849 10,839,459 4510 272

*Does not include Part C carry-over funds.

lincludes funds and number of projects in institutions for neglect

ed and delinquent children.

2The firsf tigure is the number of LEAs and the-second figure is the number of c00pei'ative districts.

3272 projects':were approvéd for funding in FY 1975. Some of these prdjects ran in both the regular '

and ‘summer ‘terms, an
" projects are often very differ
projects, 83 sumrher term proj

and délihguent and 4 projects in 'year-round schools.

'Y

L3

2

%,

)

d are therefore counted twice because objectives i regular and summer term
ent. A total of 349 projects have b
jects, 11 cooperative projects, 28 projects in institution

een ‘evaluated: 223 regular term
S{(OI’ neglected
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APPENDIX V CATEGORIES OF INSTRUCTIONAL ENPHASIS
INOREGON TITLE | PROJECTS, FY 1975

gy

4 f \
o | sehoot , ‘
Distict Grads Loves Parsoral Dovelopment. |~ Soc ConrEd, | Mathods Riguls
Name & No, S R *Rosponeblty ‘ Summir
BAKER )
Baker 51 | x| * * Sk x|k IR ARALS
Baker County 30 é x| % X x| |%[%|
Pine-Eagle 61 7 ' X% | 1% x X R,
d o
BENTON E 5
*Alpine 26 - 2 | iy
| M) B2 40 Ak ¢ X X T W x R
Q\_ Bellfountain 23 % |k X | - I % IR
| conts x| % *[x| | (%I W e}
T Hashomeanor x| [ ' PS¢ u x FiT
*Irish Bend 24 i
Monroe 25 Xk k| x x| | * * .
# | *Monroe UH 1J Coop, %[ %%\ % . x 1S
2 | Pilomath 17 IR AR IR AR JNNEA 4B ki "Ik RS
ST § T i . 'ﬁ;‘x,'."..:'?“ B '
™ | cackamas . | |
Boring 44 | AR 2R 2% . § ¥ | ¢ R
" J‘ vB&tIeCreekGNI x| (%% x| %] | [% x| | x| |R. ."‘flé.‘.'_...
T kixlwl | ek | | (x x| x| M -
| Canby UH 1 )t _ Xik(x]| ¥ “ . % (kS| ‘
'9‘Eu Srkes32 | *| % | x ‘ t *|k|r :
R, Members of cooperative pr_o;ectswnthmagqypg are marked with an astensk_.‘ _‘ g ¢




School i
_ | Distriet ~ ~ © "GrdeLevals  Persotial Development

Name & No.

| Colton 53 ® | x S \

A Cottrell 107

Damascus-Union 36

[ 1] 5]
- [+ [ [o*
<
x3

Dickey Prairie 26
s ¢ | | %
Estacada,UHB ' |
Voo s | || (¥
Lia0simp? | [k
(woaeds 0o :
T
Wino®

% | Ninety-Ona 1 x
| North Clackimes 12 - k|
Oregon Ciy 67"

Youth Adventures Inc.
Rgwdts | | ¥
Rural Dell 92 BRIt
Samf3¢av-. N A
Sandy UHZ' ' | |
Welches 13 : AL
wstmd | | XX

| | |
;}'f.}“-*

=] =
- XY = - -~ 5
—— s y——p

¥ e 2 -

* | ¢ | 15
e T e

-

b o

\‘J\_,’

b
|| | e |2 | | | {2 |2 | 2] ]| ]

b
X | % | ¢ | x¢

* | x| | x| | ] x [
b
IE SEJE SR NE N ENEaEs
p= @ )

b o

4
B * | | | Sl
* [ [ | [ | | | [ | 4 [

pru
%
pos

b
%
Se |
A

l Q . “‘ . ' ' M . o } . .
. MC fembers of cooperative pr[ojectswithina arked with an asterisk. " P - | ,
gL e X T 95
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Sehool 4 -
District ,f  Grade Levals Personal Davelopmant Coresr Ed,
Nama &.No. . ‘ ‘
CLATSOP I " |
Ao No.1 %% | RE T T [*] %] |#
psoral No.2 - * | | x T J ;* ) dIRE)
8 R BEIRBEIRE LI
Lovg & Clrk x| x| | | xR
. eyt A || % X T X R t-na;sb’
.| Seaside™10 x| . LAIENE l x *|R
y | Warenton 30 ~ , AR IR 4R 1" 40 *\, g Bt Awl (k| *R |
L HEBERIR
coLuwsia 2 ¥ |
’ ColumbiaCo.Adm.B -, *| % IFe ' & [k [ x| s
| Colu[nbiaéo.Adm. 3 ARIR SR JRNIE 2 it S|
| scappome wlx kx| [x[x] |« ‘ el (%]
\ S:t.HeIens502v XX kK B x| x| I ] I x| .| ’*RS ’
& Veronad1 - DR | k(R[] X kXs |
i 1B AR Al LN
s | 11 , ,p
b * | Bandon 54 | *. x | ‘*‘ x| | | * %l /
ooty ] [RRRR] ] k] x| | A*ﬂﬂ 14
R.C.BellonjBt;ys N L (S |* 1xf* | MR
Coguiled *‘* v : * .- ‘ w :* " |
0" ! HimeRife x| % Bt Tl Tl 1ol /).
ERIC ——p— ,
S Membersof coaplratve projects within acounty re marked ith an st | ‘\ .' o 97
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¢
| Seheol ’ . / /
Disfice * GradeLevels - " Personal Dowslopment ,
Name & No, , | ' Responsibilty .
ol 4 T RS T |
North Beid 13 [k x | SO P I I S LR
GROOK S AN L L '.
Crook County Unit 1 (kX x : | | X k| % . |- (0] [k (X L'R '
' |CURRY . iy A Pl L A ‘ 1 .
Brookin&s-Harbor1"7 // A ) * * ﬁ ¢ ' ) I O Y R % * s |
o, |GodBecnd | * X - LAR AT R O AL {EEINL
o . e . 1 T -
" | Gold Beach UH 1 B LI Xl x| o
o -~ | RMX( x| R k| | | K AU L] TR xR

| ptolRier 6. ' SIRAREEE | s

W G \ v : T - v{,._

V- | PortOrford-Langlois 2 x| * | te L Vol [ k] LRLIRS
gschbTes | JLEL e I
T R IEAE 30 SEC NN A A X X%k ks
| - ' STel I

J Bar J Boys Ranch i ' f X | |8
| o2l - || (%] L LKL | M x| ¥t
Sistrs§ L BRI K| k[ K|RE

N T VA . .

/ ¥ 1/ o |
oweLes | /RN RSN E R N

‘ e/ f Y 4 o ‘ )
| :Days Creek 15 . /ﬂ/ ¥k ‘."“* X 1R I x| X IR
Elkton 34 A }/* SR 1N R TN N IR x| g

98 Q ‘fembersof)cooperativeprdjgctsvvﬁ'/‘n_acountya're m‘afked-withﬁn asterisk, ~ o \ P ‘
eRICT 7 S
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~ |
~ | ‘Sdl;OO' z ‘ el (- ‘
. District Parsona) Davelopment Curser Ed, Mathods
| Name&No, - - . L ‘ . Reposbllly - |. A p v
o Gencale?? I I l* i | # 4 * 4}** * IR
v [ NorthDouglas22 | [k || K|k * BEIE 4R 1
lokadt L] [kl x| | | [% % T el 1wl [R]
N r—y npm RN Tel x| |7
| it % X% Txl |%!%|ms
. | Roseburgd 1oklk] | X% .|} x| || ||
-‘°'~   B‘itchfordBoysRanch‘ LI IENE R AR ¢ ,, ) 2K x| | IRS
G, |SouthUmpa 19 Lopxxx) || kx| x| |%| [p
2 Sutherin 13 - ¥k i k| kRS
Winston-Dillrd 116 ‘ * k| % k] w . x| RS
T . ”
GILUAM . 1T TTTTETTTT
%rlingtoné\ I R L AR | efx BRI EERIE AR
(Eondon2§J " * | | |* N | AR IR
GRANT IERSRNE vl e
. L AL x| X 11 x| %/ %R
| / JohnDay3 . / -l %! | | N1 3
| ‘L;F&Vernon&' - S 40 AR S I | * ) SRR I F |
HaRvEY \ I N
}El%cfl-rdmey%ﬁmyﬁ/bc«:op. ENELILILL 1k e | ‘ %| % |%|r

Membén/o{eb]opérgﬁveproiectswithinécount'yareharkedwimnasteriik - a ) l _ o ‘v_ | 101 \



School |
District
NIMI_&LND.

Socil - | Mitheds
Rupgmibilgv

! fAndrews?Q | 11 ; | | ‘J A ‘ |
Bums "\*"'*»*' K iR EE 1k [k %R
i"BumsUH2 o | | \ ] 1t ' , . e
*Crane 4 | l‘ | 1

CaeWHY | InEN

*Diamond 7 : , 1, | INE

DobkOB D |

] . &
*Drewsey 13 L * . ; \ e ‘

s, ] | 1 1)

-84~

\ *Frenchglen 16 : s
T ILiLEE ¥ || REEENEL S|, |

| Lo’ ; ?
. | "PineCreekd . - | R B S | ‘ /
sodhoens - o f | ' . | |
*Suntex10 | | «‘ | 1 ‘ ‘ "1 | h V4
" | *TroutCreek 53 B B : BE ‘ 11 |1 1 ' '
N ) ' ol ’ ' ) | “ 1 ' , / '/'/' )
400D VR RN ERRE FTT M T L
| ‘Hoo,dRiver.Count\H -‘ BRaR AR 1 T - a } }‘ L *& *{ % RS
’ N IREREEL 7 TTTT L g1
e AN | TR E .
3 Apegted) * I | A0 SPR I G O R O 1l el s
109 o Members of cooperative;rojectswithinaéountyarémarked withan asterisk, - o STy




Al

A /e
o+ | Schou - L LA ‘
| ot c T Gate L ComEd,
© | NmekNo, . 1R ‘ Responsily . _
s | [ ] JTTET T T ] e
Central Paint 6 -No. 1 k% 1L x %| k[ [ns|
| Central Point 6 No.2 " * K *" X| % k| k| .* x|R |
; ‘FaglePointQ. %% | | *?- », *[ |x, N |
C e 49 BRI BN TTTT 1 (] | #la]
. Jackson /dosephine Co. J st i I JNELINE ¢
et " ¥ k| x| - ) x| % ks
4| Pinghurst 94 kX RALIE | k) vt
’ Prospect 59 o, 1 R 434 EE | i * ".‘ R
| Prospect ) No.2 | x| x| % IR |
Rogue River 5 s e ¥k Th| | %|*[rs H
NI |
[remson -
| Cuherd | ¥ x| xix | % | [R
| _Madras‘EOQIJ . x| % * *‘ | x IC'* | 'R ._-" \‘
JSEPHINE g , -
GrantsPass"T IR i3 x| % k| |k |k|RS { |
'JbsephineCour‘lty Unit 4 t * y * U] | RS\
lm',KLAMA’TH - | an 111
.l{fC*Z!amathCounthOO AR 4R 2R 78 IR %% l* - ‘* .* * RS

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Members of cooperative \roiebts within & county are marked with nastarisk,
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’ ‘ \"‘ ‘ . \,
School | A
Distrigt - , 1 CoerrEd,
.| Namo & No, b , , 3 * Reposiviliy |- ,
: ' | Klamath Falls't L IR 4E 48 48 . k(x| | * .," R
| KamahFals U2 IR IR |
4 “‘{J ' ’ ‘ 'f° ' ,‘ ‘ . ’
= g ' ‘I : Bars ma 7
AKE . IR EEREE
| "Lake Go. IED Coop, = | ."‘uP.,f* x Uil | | ol i
'AUfm . . b ‘. . ‘ / | '

L %nRockM' | . TTTTTTT 1T G

La\kcview'l xR kx| X (x| | 1 | ILIERLL

j8 Pyt - || [k|k L L e *,G* ﬁ /
s Al IR | N
sherlged | | | L L]\ , R ; '
? *Union§

ofwe ORI ERERREE
. 'LaneCouhtylED Coop. | | ** x| kK| K | * | - k| kS| ’
setel2 | ke E k] Txlxlx| | '~ IBBE R
"Blachley 90 L | P T ~ EERREREE

Cemeldd .| Ck| kR .I«\h x| | 1] |* N L AERRAR il
o 'Crow-Ap;;legateL L - .I : I |
| Eugene ) ikik| || (xR . ‘ '_',* }‘**IVR'-‘V
Vil Tl 1 [l [xl T T L] R 5]

o

" Lane Co. Child Care - IR R R R L

'Meﬁlbersofcooperativeproiectswithinacountyaremarkodwith an_ast'sﬂsk." S . o 107
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AR 3
e .l.’ ,”,.l ﬁ
| ' LS
. LA
’ Y . ? |
a )
Behool ‘
|piwi
o [ AamedNe, Respansibilty
'-‘! b : . v . s rx ‘ \, -, . g
| FamRidge 28) |l RN EREL AL
* | Florence 87) - \ ' | . D ‘ y * A RS
* | AnetonCity69*  JEU NI JEE I
Lowllt | 44 el JELEINS
. P";,; #‘ ‘ v 1A T ‘
| Maofston ~ WL [RS]-
TN 1
L by , )
. | MeKensie AL ERIL 0] R
# o |owicen R TRIBELIE, Twlx[p|
| ottt BRIRAR! d LR
A . ‘ ‘
South Lane 45 x| % x| - * {%| | *|k]RS
, Sringfied 19 ¥ %% % 1% [ %|rs|"
LINGOLN Tl Ll
Linedin County Unit %% [k k| |k k| * %! | wlxlps|
Clum - | g
Albany 5 X x X %| il BB LIBLIRL
Albany UHB) No.t IR : tx| R
| lbany UH8J No.2 * k] k|k|%|% ] RS
| Albany Chid Car AL [ x| ps| .
- | Central Linn 552 X X X *t x| %|R
10& Clover Ridge 136 | x| %] ' | x| ‘ * X IR
lembers of cooperative projects withinacqunty arérﬁarkgd with an a'ste;isk P _ 109
} A \ - ! . ) A




-z8s-

Schodl !
Distrit
Name & Nob

Cabtree 110

Crowfoot 8 .

| Gore 81

Hamilton Creek 33"~

*Harrishurg 42 Coop.

“Warigourg HEI < \ |
KnoxButietd . * " [x * Tl %[ %[v b
oo ? Telx T T[T T¥r]
Lebanon 16 . 4 X *.m, .*' * * ¥|R
Labanon UH 1 T %[ | |« (x| x| k|nsh
Wit | %| %] x NERCGE
M City 120 IR AL x| | AR
| Milegurg2 *[x[x[*] | [ NERL
ey NMCICIREE x| [%|%[s
§weetHome55 yak a8 8.4} * 1% ,*‘R.
Tennesee 102 ) el x| % I x| RS
. “, AN
NALHEUR SHEN \
LI X% %[x| | | IR
v ® < I x| 1x| |*[%|R
Arock 8 i ¥ X% |k x| % x|R
Jordan Valley3 - ’ %k * - ‘* | | %|k]R

Members of cooperativ projects within a county are marked wnh an asterisk,
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~ Members of cooperative projects within aeou.r{ty or marked with an sterisk

z
k IS'ehool' '
| Distriet «
A Name & No. ‘ Responsibility
. . f, g : . : ! \ ' -
L N L LI E INREERLIPLIN
' ".\ﬁﬁtario&-,'\: *‘****"“ "% %’“\V . */* |
S | Vakts Not INIRELIRAE o ' | % sl -
. I T 4T . ‘
a\»wmmr_* kiR 5 4 *| ¥ Vi, LA R
e T I 1| | Tal | [ols
’ ’\\ 1"’ . * . . - . — . '
" |§oeUH3 Mot LI . *| (% [R] ",
VieUH3 Mo.2 BRSNS 4F T L 1 ] ]
v | Wilowereek 42 ) * dE {NE RN I8 ¢ | . x| [%| [ss|’

N R g ' ) ' '
L mon. Tl daEREREE |
ﬂ}mmw | x| *| ¥ S0 x| %] |n
oBgthany63‘ Coop. | ' 48 18 4 x| % *Ew aB  ARL

*Brooks31 Coop. ¥k K B ' k| [k|%|p

*Buena Crésf 1%

- | Cascade UH5

*Central Howell |

Cloverdale 144 x|k 15/ % % (%R
.| Detroit 1230 k| k( k|| | ||, , * R
am@ kK *| : x| (%l [R |
\.t".Evergr}énio | Jﬁhﬁ%.L r | T "n
" T INE n i
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Q ‘Geyrvais UHA
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" |4District
‘Name & No.
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* .
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| %

Turner73

B AR =

* | |[o¢ [+ ]
.| | > | 2

) (Jeﬁersonm ' kx| wl | [X|k ' *|R
N kx| x| B RRLIRLIEL
o (e Telwlw| x| %k IEE x| |*[R]
*North Howell 51 IREREE ‘;}'\' ! W 1111
North Marion15 %k k| X ¥ K +* i k| |R
NorthSantiam 1~ . ) 8B ¢ k | Tl |l x| 1% [R
persite8?” NEEBRRILE IR I
' ; [ prongr13 - X, (% X || | L 1 1kl (x| xR
2 Pratum 50 IR SRR I \\‘ v \'“ a4 ‘\?" ¥R "
s rernnnNEG GG AR L
Mid-‘ValleyAdolesceri't Sl IR I ({ T ** Ry
, \‘sconsMius\m I x[¥| |¢ * ] (] | Rl
| Sercesss TLIREELIEREE g IEIREIEI A T
t Sivertond kx| k|*| | x| | | | x ' x| (R
|t ERERC AN NERNERIR I
| suyonn §  Tk (g] Depx| || BERERCHGEE)
Stayton UH4 R k| ¥ X IR s SR [k
s L BEEIRE . | x| [*
_ n iy
I
*
| %

Y

[ Vitor Pin 42

,‘U

]
West Stayton 61

*
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School * " :
Distriet Persona) Davelopment Caroor Ed. | 1\ Methods
Name & No. ' : . " Responsibitity \"2 o

Yaun Child Center *| k| k| | K } Axl L g
ng'ynoldsj_ “ FIR IR 7R j xt [ %] | x| | %x|x|rs] -
Rockwodd 27 *| x /x| |, *| % x| [%|[*][R ],

5 _t\// y _ . T 1

POLK ., . I . ) Y .
Contral 13) NI AR 2R 3} * * 1 IR AL

|Dallash IR IR 2R 2! * SR 1.+ MR .*,,) R
Falls City 57 ‘ x|k [ k{x| x| e ML

vaiserzez o, * k[ | 1] |* ~{ *| [ *| IR

\ X 1a ‘:\ -
SHERMAN 1 |

" | *Grass valley23 " : 1
*Mbro 17
*Rufus 3 Coop. IR IR AR R4 R * x 1w R

: *Sherman Co. High'1 ; T 3 '
*Wasco 7 A /)Y‘-\ ,'.

' TILLAMOOK R > ' bl i
geaver8, (Y * ﬂ‘/* * ) *| | [x]R
Cloverdale 22 *xNA | x| ‘ ] TR

Wb 13 * %% |¢] [x]x]-{, ) (x| Ix] s

Members of cooperative projects within a county are marked with an asterisk.

‘




~1

a~
Q

- | School

District -
Name&No. ~ ..

" Grde Levels

»

gl
Responsibility

-~

© 'Muthods

[ Nea-KahNie 56

X

x|k

AE

A

g

. Nestucea UH 3

HLl

N

i Sol

Tl

*|

Tilamook 9 1,

- -y

x|l

oy

[ UMATILLA + -

; .‘A'th‘e'.n‘a H ;

pa

";'Fe'r'ﬁdayﬂ - |

| *

-

% O
N NP IEDE R I

T > x»[ //

e e

Tt |+ e e [ ] BT T

Uil Courty Boys | “.*‘ ’ SR * R
| Hermiston 8 .  ER o :':l - !
: Milton-Freewater 31 No. Ij* Y ﬁ (ﬁL | |
| Miton-Freewater 31 No, 2 * /{\ L
Mitton Freewater UH 3 | . $ %[

Stanfield 61

b

Uieh8)

>

g.l

] || e [ ¢ [oe | ¢ e o] [ |

" | Umapine 13

1~

14 | ¢ [ | [ [ 5|

| umaila§

e

Weston 19

| ¢ [ | ¢ | >

[ | 4 o[ [ [ [+

sk .

Db

| | e

UNION

1 Cove s

*

X,

Valade Ranch

*

X

o embérs of cooperative projects within a county/ are marked with an asterisk,

,l“ LR
A

i




R &
-

o ;:School,v : _
" | Distriet..- . v | CasmrEd, |
C | Memebbo SR Rogensbilty |- | .
| Egin23 REART BEEE *| | %|%|
Imbler 11 i ML x| | ¥R
La Grande 1 ] ,' K[ i TR ILEE
North Powder 8J *} K%k k ' e DRl
" | Unions & LR vl k| LR
NE Oragon Child Car % * w8
.?8' YALLOMA oy | “
-| *Enterprise 21 Coop. x| |x * R
Yol - 1 | Bl R
Joseph 6 + al k] | kX |RS
; | Wallowa 12 | * . (x| JR]
- WAS(;O _
. | Chenowith B IR AR il * | k| | % %R
Dufur 2 | ¥| x| | x| Y| x| IR
| Pt 14 mr LI wlx| | x|l ]IS
- };:wjesu - ' * ARl k|8
| Tygh Vlly 4 x| % JERE ¥ | /]
Wamed2 * TR(®] | o C Rk *|r|
12 2 QMambers‘of' cooperat-iv'e‘ projects within,é county; ard‘markéd with an asteri;k. |




-68-

Sehool ¢
Diiet Socl

Name & No. ‘| Responsibility

WASHINGTON q ' |
Wadingn ED Coop. %%l ¥ x| %| | %|%|s
Banks 13 | I % | Txl %] I®
Beperi 8 IR 1 el (xR
' 'i(mingtonViewBBJ : ‘ 4}?; | ‘ “ |
ForestGrove 15 18 IR ¢ * |k k| [x(|%[R]
Gaston 511 X k| kel LR Y Rl
*Groner 0 1T q “ TIVT

| Hildoro? THhiE x| | |# x| (x| [r]
Hilkboro U & I ¥ | % | *|%| x| |RS|
North Plains 70 B 48 ¢ HLikg 1wl [%|w R
Resdhile 29 % % 1| e (s |
*Sherwood 88) x|k x| [*iki%| |R

| Tigd 28 X LR JRALELE
* CordsrdNouth Cae % * X X s |
*West Union 1 ] | ' |
I ll ; - “
WHEELER: ]

| Fosi b 4R ¢ x| %l x| S| .
Mitchell 56 ¥ x| % %| |%|%|rs

|

sz Jombers of cooperative projects within acounty are marked withan stersk.

%




. .o
k™
v R
Lo
.
N

™
+ | Distrt
Name & No,
v
' Amity4J‘ | ms  §
Carton 11 o
{ Dayton8 R )
McMinﬁviIlMO A ¢ *
+ Rainbow Lodge o | | g
Newerg 20 | | X
CrehdlomHoue
Shordan 80, k| *
| Willamina 304 o  AR.4B
Yol 6 BB
YarnhillCarlton UK 1 |

ps| -

S
ot
*
3 S—
3

06~

¥
| [ | ¢ [t | | 3¢ | 26 3| ¢ [ 3¢
|1 ||| 2] |||

>

| | || ]| 2| ||
- | .
b

o | o =J<m 'm:\_m

| 3¢ | % |

-

" Members of cooperaive project within @ county are marked with an asterisk, o o o B
o« T - " S P ; : e . 198



